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Abstract 
 
The overall aim of this research is to expand our understanding of the 
theoretical constructs that apply when people deal with situations.  The specific 
context of this investigation is the use of simulation-based assessment techniques, 
primarily assessment centres and situation judgement tests. 
 
Simulation-based techniques in applied psychology are widely used, are 
perceived to be fair, are proven less biased, and predict future performance.  
However, these techniques suffer from construct validity problems and it is not clear 
what they actually measure.  Furthermore, when combined with more efficient 
psychometric tests of individual differences they do not appear to offer substantial 
incremental predictive power. 
 
Four studies were completed to identify the nature of the constructs that can 
be applied to explain how people deal with situations.  First I examined the fit of 
different theoretical models to explain performance in assessment centres and 
concluded that an interactionist model is most appropriate but existing constructs do 
not reveal its nature. I then developed and applied several methodological 
innovations using a series of low fidelity simulation paradigms.  First I 
systematically varied content across situations and identified how individual 
differences affect performance.  Then I extended both the range of measures used 
and situation complexity, and identified how cognitive situation models offer an 
alternative explanation as to how people deal with simulations.  Finally, I measured 
the nature of the cognitive situation models that participants develop and make use of 
when transferring performance to new situations.  
 
I conclude by discussing how our theories in this area can be extended to 
incorporate cognitive situation models to help explain individual differences in 
conjunction with existing psychometric constructs.  I argue that an improved 
understanding of the constructs explaining how people deal with situations offers a 
potential route to improve assessment practice and the prediction of future potential. 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
1.1 General Area of Research 
The focus of the research presented here is on the area of occupational 
psychology that deals with the assessment of people at work.  More specifically the 
research reported here considers how psychometric measures of individual 
differences are associated with competence to complete tasks in work situations.  
Psychometric assessment in one form or another is increasingly pervasive across a 
wide spectrum of jobs and roles and is used in careers and vocational advice, to 
shortlist applicants for jobs, to stream candidates for further development, to provide 
feedback to job incumbents, and to help make decisions about whether an individual 
will receive further support or resources in pre-employment as well as employment 
situations.  Employment assessment is now commonly used in the business and 
public sector, it is estimated that up to 80% of medium to large companies now use 
some type of assessment for selection and development of staff (Jenkins, 2001; 
Aberdeen Group, 2012).  In the past this was most true for managerial development 
and large-scale or volume recruitment e.g. of graduates.  However, with increasing 
pressures to optimise talent management processes, higher applicant to recruit ratios, 
a more mobile international workforce, and the use of low-cost online media for 
assessment a much wider range of jobs now require some form of psychometric 
assessment at entry or later career stages.  
1.2 Specific Area of Research 
The research focuses on addressing a relatively neglected subject in 
psychometrics theory and measurement – the situation or context against which 
measures of human potential or performance are obtained.  Broadly speaking 
employment assessment methods fall into two categories depending on whether they 
explicitly introduce simulations of work situations or not into the actual assessment 
process.   Cognitive ability tests and personality inventories tend to be context free, 
while assessment centres and situational judgement tests try to simulate work 
situations from the organisation or type of job (Lievens & De Seote, 2012).  The 
measures used in employment or occupational assessment are dominated by 
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psychological theories about our intellectual capacity and capabilities for processing 
information and about how our personality traits influence how we typically act 
(Furnham, 2008).  Psychometric theory and applied measurement has in the last 20 
years consolidated around two powerful theories. The first concerns our intellectual 
functioning or cognitive ability (Cattell-Horn-Carroll (CHC) theory of cognitive 
abilities (McGrew, 2005)) and the second considers how behavioural style is rooted 
in our personality (the Five Factor Model (FFM) or Big Five of personality (Costa & 
McCrae, 1992)).  These two theories underpin many of the most commonly tests and 
questionnaires that are used in occupational settings because they are hypothesised to 
form the underlying components of the competencies used to explain work 
performance (Kurz & Bartram, 2002).   Theoretically it is assumed that these latent 
traits underlie performance in simulations, though researchers differ in how these 
latent traits are manifested as performance (e.g. Lance, Foster, Nemeth, Gentry & 
Drollinger, 2007;  Lievens, Tett & Schleicher, 2009).  However, when accounting for 
performance in simulations researchers have continually been faced with problems of 
construct validity, in particular in disassociating measurements of target 
competencies or other observable ‘dimensions’ from situational (often described as 
‘method’) effects on performance (Sackett & Dreher, 1982; McDaniel, Whetzel, 
Hartman, Nguyen & Grubb, 2006).  A broad assumption underlying the research 
programme here is that construct validity is vital to any science or applied practice of 
psychological measurement.  It is further assumed that only by exploring the 
structure, formation and application of the constructs or latent variables that account 
for behaviour can we progress the science and application of psychometrics. The 
research reported here will therefore examine alternative theoretical accounts of 
performance in simulations and more specifically will explore the unique 
contribution provided by the way people understand and cognitively represent 
situations when accounting for performance.   
1.3 Overcoming limitations of current psychometric theory 
There is an important practical aspect to improving the measures obtained 
from simulations. We might expect prediction to be improved over that provided by 
context-free assessment techniques when we correlate a person’s performance in an 
assessment centre or a situational judgement test with actual performance at work 
(Wernimont & Campbell, 1968).  This does not happen and when we factor out the 
impact of cognitive ability and personality style from performance in simulations, the 
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incremental predictions of criterion work performance based on behaviours in the 
simulation are relatively small (Krause, Kersting, Heggestad & Thornton III, 2006; 
O’Connell, Hartman, McDaniel, Grubb III, & Lawrence, 2007). We might begin to 
question why we should invest in simulations at all given the relatively high cost of 
producing these against making use of off-the-shelf cognitive ability or personality 
measures.  However, there is an alternative way of looking at such results.  It is well-
known that simulations suffer from construct validity problems (Ployhart, 2006) and 
it is by unravelling these problems that we can focus on how psychometric 
measurement and its underlying theory can be extended and improved.  Ployhart 
advocates the use of a range of measures to make sense of how people deal with 
simulations given the complexity involved in unravelling performance.  In particular 
Ployhart suggests that a combination of cognitive processing (and other measures) 
and structural modelling of latent variables is needed.  One theme of the research 
reported here will therefore be to use a variety of methods to try and disentangle how 
people deal with situations in simulations. 
Compatible with this and in conjunction with this approach the research 
reported here also attempts to apply several principles that have been advocated by 
Borsboom, Mellenbergh, and Van Heerden (2003) aimed at improving 
psychometrics as a measurement and an applied discipline: 
a. Use latent variable modelling to test relationships between ‘item’ level 
measures as well as scale-level measures (primarily by building and testing 
structural equation models) – in other words try and explain how 
measurement works at a more fundamental level rather than just model 
interrelationships between measurements; 
b. Investigate the interrelationship and use of various measures from both the 
experimental (in this case cognitive) and correlational disciplines of 
psychology – rather than just showing the structure of latent traits, explore 
how they interact with cognitive processes to explain behaviour in dealing 
with the world; 
c. Apply latent variables that seek to extend explanations of performance 
beyond the current reliance of much of applied psychometrics on models of 
intelligence or cognitive ability and the five factor model of personality (see 
also Borsboom, 2005) – in particular how knowledge is applied when dealing 
with work simulations by making use of cognitive situation models; 
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d. Lay some of the ground-work needed to develop constructs that bridge the 
gap across the normative or inter-individual (individual difference) models 
now used and applied in occupational psychology and the idiographic or 
intra-individual models needed to explain behaviour and performance at the 
level of a person (also see Hampson, 2012;  Cervone, 2008). 
Along with the need to be able to capture, manipulate and understand the 
variables that influence how people perform in simulations it is also important to be 
able to relate the results back to how they may be applied in assessment practice.  In 
the research reported here this has been attempted in three ways: 
a. results of each study are located within a nomological network (Cronbach 
& Meehl, 1955),  primarily using the  big five personality traits (Costa & 
McCrae, 1992), in order to reveal the relationships found in the data and their 
implications for underlying theoretical constructs; 
b. competency measures are defined in operational terms and used 
deliberately in each study as these form the basis for the vast majority of 
applied practice, these are provided to act as benchmarks in this study (see 
Arthur, 2012 regarding dimensional classifications used in simulations and 
the importance of a top-down deductive approach); 
c. the measures and methods used were selected and designed for practical 
use i.e. research using laboratory methods and techniques or requiring 
specialised equipment or conditions were avoided. 
1.4 The ‘exercise effect’ in assessment centres 
The starting point for this research is the construct validity issue that has 
dogged research into what assessment centres measure.  On the one hand assessment 
centres are widely regarded as providing strong indicators of the potential of 
participants for future selection or development.  Assessment centres show 
acceptable levels of predictive validity against job performance criteria (Gaugler, 
Rosenthal, Thornton III & Bentson, 1987).  However, these methods appear to have 
poor incremental validity over other more cost-effective measures like ability tests, 
and other ‘context free’ measures including the personality ‘big five’ dimensions 
(Hoeft & Schuler, 2001, however see Meriac, Hoffman, Woehr & Fleischer, 2008 for 
a more optimistic review).  The construct validity puzzle is centred on what 
assessment centres actually measure.  Sackett and Dreher (1982) examined construct 
validity by structuring the correlations between dimensions in different exercises 
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(based on ratings of participant performance) in the form of a multi-trait 
(dimensions) multi-method (exercises) matrix (MTMM).  They demonstrated that 
correlations were higher between different dimensions within each exercise than 
across exercises.  This is known as the ‘exercise effect’.  At the root of an 
explanation of the ‘exercise effect’ lie theoretical issues regarding the relative 
influence and interplay of latent traits and situations on the consistency of behaviour 
(Mischel & Shoda, 1995; Tett & Guterman, 2000; Fleeson, 2007).  From an applied 
or engineering perspective the adoption of a different theoretical perspective to that 
underpinning current practice could demand a change to the methods used to design 
and interpret the results of assessment methods in widespread use today (Jackson, 
2012; Melchers, Wirz & Kleinmann, 2012;  Lievens et. al, 2009). The research 
reported here will start in study 1 by examining assessment centre data from a 
business organisation and contrast the explanatory power of alternative theoretical 
models.  The research will then use the situational judgement paradigm to investigate 
and compare these theoretical models in more detail and specifically to examine how 
situations presented in simulations are understood, judged and remembered and the 
implications for how people perform. 
1.5 Limitations of measures used in assessment centres 
Assessment centre results have several limitations as a source of data for 
understanding, and in particular manipulating the influence of situations on the 
measurement of latent traits.  One limitation is that they depend on the use of 
assessor ratings of observed behaviours.  A common problem is the bandwidth of 
measures that a human observer can be expected to cope with, and the difficulty of 
discriminating between behavioural responses derived from the dimensions of 
interest.  In psychometric measures of ability and personality a number of items can 
be used to collect information about a specific trait, and many traits can be measured 
in a relatively short period of time.  In assessment centres ‘items’ comprise the 
individual ratings of behaviours that are keyed against specific dimensions of 
performance.  One issue here is that the same ‘items’ are difficult to collect in each 
situation as these actually have very different task demands on participants e.g. 
compare the collection of ratings for a dimension like ‘communication’ between a 
leaderless group exercise v. an exercise involving the analysis of a topic and 
subsequent individual presentation to a panel (Schneider & Schmitt, 1992). 
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1.6 Use of a low fidelity simulation as the research paradigm 
One way of disentangling the effects of methods v. situations is to keep the 
method constant while the situation is altered.  Situational judgement tests 
(Motowidlo, Dunnette & Carter, 1990) provide a means of achieving this aim.  A 
situational judgement test consists of a series of situations against which several 
questions are asked, forming the items.  Situational judgement tests can be developed 
as simulations of the same tasks and situations as are used in an assessment centre or 
in the real-world at different levels of fidelity.  Fidelity is defined as the level of 
correspondence between an assessment process and the ‘real-world’ inputs, 
behavioural outputs and context.  Lievens and De Soete (2012) offer a helpful 
distinction between the psychological fidelity and the physical fidelity of 
simulations.  Physical fidelity refers to the extent to which the assessment 
incorporates tasks used in the target work environment e.g. as typified in work-
sample tests (Roth, Bobko & McFarland, 2005).  Psychological fidelity in a 
simulation is defined as the extent to which the situations presented to, and responses 
provided by, participants produce behaviours consistent with those required in the 
target work tasks. By constructing a situational judgement test with a range of items 
keyed against several latent traits and applying items from each trait across different 
situations it is possible to recreate the formal structure of an assessment centre 
(Westring, Oswald, Schmitt, Drzakowski, Imus, Kim & Shivpuri, 2009).   
This is the approach taken in studies 2 through 4. The first advantage of using 
this form of simulation is the degree of control provided over situational features and 
the measures used to assess behaviour or performance.  This enables the fidelity of 
different aspects of situational features to be varied and the effect on different 
measures of behaviour to be collected.   Secondly, a more controlled approach to the 
measurement of latent variables in different situations means that the data is also 
more amenable to formal modelling.  In particular latent state-trait theory (LST) 
(Steyer, Schmitt & Eid, 1999) provides systematic procedures for representing and 
assessing the relative influence of traits (relatively enduring individual differences) 
and states (combining trait and situational influences) so that trait, situation and their 
interaction can be disentangled.  Structural equation modelling (SEM) is used to test 
models and to estimate parameters in LST modelling.  A final advantage is the use of 
additional measures in order to help expose the latent traits contributing to 
performance while also situating these latent traits in a nomological network or 
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framework of related constructs (Cronback & Meehl, 1955) to improve comparisons 
across different types of simulations. 
The disadvantage of generalising results from a situational judgement 
paradigm to assessment centres and other forms of more realistic simulations where 
actual assessment behaviours are measured is that the nature of the behaviour emitted 
may have changed due to the change in overall task demands.  For example, there is 
a danger that over-reliance on a low fidelity simulation where the situations are 
presented in the form of written text may weight the importance of cognitive ability 
latent traits more highly than other latent traits of interest.  Chan and Schmitt (1997) 
found lower levels of adverse impact in a video v. paper and pencil presentation of a 
situational judgement test and partially ascribed this to a reduction in the need to read 
instructions and content.  In other words, the medium or response instructions 
(McDaniel, Hartman, Whetzel & Grubb III, 2007) governing how situations are 
presented and dealt with may change what can be measured.   
1.7 Theoretical models for the construct validity of simulations 
Hypotheses derived from three broad theoretical explanations used to explain the 
latent factors that underlie performance in simulations will be investigated in the 
studies reported here: 
a. Traits underlie performance, the ‘exercise effect’ in assessment centres 
and construct variability found in situational judgement tests are due to 
design issues whereas acceptable levels of criterion validity confirm that 
the dimensionally-based measures do adequately measure latent traits 
which generalise to work performance (Arthur, Day, McNelly & Edens, 
2003; Thornton & Rupp, 2012); 
b. Assessment centre exercises or situational judgement tests are actually 
task-based tests, behaviours are not determined by latent traits but by 
situationally-specific task demands (Jackson, Stillman & Atkins, 2005); 
c. Interactionist theory involving some form of cognitive mediation or 
interpretation of situations is a more appropriate approach. For example 
trait-activation theory (Tett & Burnett, 2003) predicts that latent traits will 
determine performance where simulations (situations) demand the 
activation of these traits (Lievens et al, 2009), and therefore a mixed 
model is more appropriate. 
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Each of these three broad families of model attempts to provide a different 
explanation as to how the latent traits measured in simulations interact with different 
situations to produce measured behaviour.  In assessment centres each method is 
usually represented by a different exercise situation with differing goals, contexts, 
actors and behavioural requirements.  The classic model assumes that measured traits 
are invariant across situations i.e. there is no interaction between traits and situations; 
at the other extreme the situational specific model assumes that behaviour is based on 
the performance demands of the task.  The mixed model assumes some degree of 
interaction between traits and situations while more recent variants of this type of 
model, which have been applied to high and low fidelity simulations, include 
Implicit Trait Policy (ITP) (Motowidlo, Hooper & Jackson, 2006a) and Ability to 
Identify Criteria (ATIC) (Klehe, Kleinmann, Hartstein, Melchers, Konig, Heslin & 
Lievens, 2012).  Both of these theories are rooted in explanations based on how 
applicants make sense of the selection situation and ‘weight’ behavioural options 
with which they are presented in order to succeed. 
1.8 The role of cognitive situation models in extending theory 
Psychometric measurement has continued to exploit the mainstream theories 
of intellectual functioning and the five factor model in more recent models.  ATIC 
predicts that candidates with higher cognitive ability scores will find it easier to infer 
assessment criteria and in ITP personality traits are assumed to mediate the 
evaluation and choice of policies.  However, alongside these theories other branches 
of research have developed theories about how people comprehend, evaluate, 
respond to and learn from situations.  More specifically Radvansky and Zacks (2011) 
recent compilation of cognitive theory about how people comprehend, represent and 
use event and situation models addresses both the detail of how situations affect 
cognitive processes, and show how this approach extends from interpretation of 
written narrative material and films to behaviour in real situations.  This approach 
proposes that people deal with situations by forming a mental representation of the 
situation as it emerges and then use this representation in order to direct behaviour.  
Individual differences in the processes of comprehension, encoding, manipulation 
and recall of the events that form a cognitive situation model might therefore be 
expected to determine at least some of the performance variability in simulations.  
Studies 3 and 4 investigate the extent to which cognitive situation models provide an 
alternative view of the latent traits that underlie performance when dealing with 
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situations in an assessment context.  The implications of taking a new perspective on 
the nature of the latent traits underlying performance in simulations, and by 
extension in the real-world, are applied to psychometric theory and practice in the 
discussion and conclusions. 
1.9 Structure of the thesis 
Chapter 2 provides a literature review in two parts.  First the literature about 
the construct validity of assessment centres is reviewed and alternative theoretical 
models identified.  The main research question that is developed considers 
alternative models of the latent variables underlying performance in simulations.  
The hypotheses derived from this research question are tested using secondary or 
historical assessment centre data in study 1.  The second part of the literature review 
examines the research literature concerning the construct validity of situational 
judgement tests and alternative explanatory models.  As part of the review of 
cognitively mediated or interactionist models research into the formation, structure 
and use of cognitive situation models is covered.  The research into cognitive 
situation model formation is used as the basis for the generation of hypotheses aimed 
at contrasting this model against existing models which attempt to account for the 
constructs underlying situational judgement test performance.  Three research 
questions are derived from the second part of the literature review and tested in 
studies 2, 3 and 4.   
Chapter 3 explains the methodological approach taken in the studies reported in 
this thesis.  The methodology describes the specific approach taken within each study 
and the rationale for the methods used.  The methodology describes how the four 
studies are linked with respect to: 
a. Logic used to try and identify latent variables underlying observed 
performance, primarily making use of structural equation modelling; 
b. Development and use of scales measuring latent traits to examine how the 
results fit into a nomological network; 
c. How the level of fidelity (depth of content) and the structure of the situations 
impact on observed performance and implications for latent variables; 
d. Diagnosis of how cognitive situational models play a part in explaining 
participant performance in simulations.  
Chapter 4 presents study 1 in which secondary data collected in two high stakes 
assessment centres in an employer organisation is analysed.  Structural equation 
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models are used to compare the three competing theoretical models (dimension-
based, task-based and an interactionist model) in accounting for the observed 
competency scores obtained by participants.  The relationship between cognitive 
ability and personality traits and assessment centre performance is then investigated 
using two models relating to individual differences in dealing with situations.  A 
structural equation model based on Trait Activation Theory (Tett & Burnett, 2003) is 
compared to a model of behavioural expertise and procedural knowledge based on 
task and contextual performance components (Motowidlo, Borman & Schmit, 1997). 
Chapter 5 contains study 2 in which a low fidelity situational judgement 
paradigm is developed and used to model the differential impact of situations and 
trait-based measures of competency and personality comprising the situational 
judgement test in a fully crossed-design.  Independent measures of experience, 
competency and personality trait are then used to test explanatory models based on 
the use of experience and the use of personality traits and competencies in 
accounting for performance.     
Chapter 6 describes study 3 which extends the situational judgement paradigm by 
adding measures of situation comprehension, encoding and recognition to a measure 
of judgement of response options.  The situations presented are also extended into 
short vignettes or scenarios rather than being formed of simple one-line situation 
overviews as in study 2.  The change in paradigm enables several steps in participant 
cognitive processing of each situation to be measured and the measures related to 
performance at other steps e.g. whether accurate situation comprehension predicts 
more accurate situation judgements; and to independent measures of competencies 
and personality traits.  Predictions from a model based on ITP (Motowidlo et. al., 
2006a) are compared to one in which the formation and use of a cognitive situation 
model (Radvansky & Copeland, 2004) is proposed to explain individual differences 
in simulation performance. 
Chapter 7 contains study 4 which investigates how cognitive situation models 
develop and are used by participants when making situational judgements in 
simulated work situations. A transfer of training design is used to compare 
performance of two groups of participants given different practise in identifying 
target responses.  On transfer to a second situational judgement test (same target 
competencies, different situational content) a probe task is added to investigate the 
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extent to which participants have formed a cognitive situation model and the impact 
such formation has on performance. 
Chapter 8 provides a synthesis of the conclusions from the four studies and an 
overall discussion of the implications for future theory, applied practice and research 
in this area. 
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Chapter 2 
Literature Review 
 
2.1 Introduction 
This research focuses on addressing a relatively neglected subject in 
psychometrics theory and measurement – how people deal with situations.  This may 
seem an odd thing to say when applied psychometrics has such a long history of 
using situations in assessment and basing assessment programmes on job analysis!  
The problem is that current theory underlying psychometrics appears to rely on a 
premise of behavioural consistency across situations in which individual differences 
are largely dependent on cognitive ability and personality.  The most popular 
applications of psychometrics in nearly all walks of life are based on the use of 
commercial or in-house psychometric products broadly based on a relatively narrow 
set of trait-based typologies.  The typologies have good criterion validity and show 
good internal consistency and broad construct validity (Furnham, 2008).  So what is 
the problem?   
The problem is twofold.  Firstly, when situations are introduced into 
assessment simulations ‘trait-based’ or dimension measures show poor cross-
situational consistency while situational specificity often appears to dominate 
behaviour.  And secondly, when trait-based typological models or constructs are used 
to interpret situational performance they fail to account for the effects that are 
obtained.  In other words the underlying constructs and mechanisms that account for 
individual differences when dealing with situations are unclear.  This is important for 
two reasons.  The first is that simulations attempt to locate assessment in a context 
that is closer to the work or job of interest, by definition it is theoretically and 
practically expected that behaviours in a simulation will have a higher 
correspondence to the target domain being simulated (Wernimont & Campbell, 
1968).  The second reason is that theories of the constructs underlying performance 
at work, the criterion space which simulations are designed to predict, must 
ultimately also provide a coherent explanation of cross-situational and situational-
specific behaviours. 
A broad assumption underlying this research programme is that construct 
validity is vital to any science or applied practice of psychological measurement.  
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Cronbach and Meehl (1955, p.283) defined a construct as “some postulated attribute 
of people assumed to be reflected in test performance”.  Landy (1986) in dissecting 
the traditional sub-division of psychometric test validity into content, criterion and 
construct argues that the real issue is whether test scores allow appropriate inferences 
to be made about the psychological attributes of the people being measured.  Whilst 
not losing sight of the need for psychometric tests developed for occupational use to 
predict job performance, Landy argues that there are a diverse range of approaches 
that can be taken to apply a hypothesis–testing approach to understand the latent 
variables or constructs that underlie behaviour.  This approach is taken in the studies 
reported here.  
It is argued here that the role of the situation in occupational psychometric 
measures has been regulated to one of providing a kind of content validity backdrop 
while ability, personality, competency or other types of measure are designed to 
predict work behaviour.  Reis (2008) working within a social psychology 
perspective, where the power of the situation and situational manipulation is 
commonly the focus of study, similarly argues that ‘situations’ are actually ill-
specified.  In particular Reis argues that one can only make sense of behaviour if 
situations are characterised in psychological terms.  Wyer (2004) introduces 
cognitive processing theory to show how situations (both remembered and 
experienced as cognitive situation models) act to influence behavioural outcomes.   
These perspectives underline the importance of considering how individuals construe 
the situations they are asked to deal with, and how this understanding, interpretation 
or use of memory influences subsequent behaviour.  This is most immediately 
relevant where simulation-based techniques such as assessment centres and 
situational judgement tests are used as they actively introduce situations into the 
measurement process.  However, it could be argued that most forms of occupational 
psychometric assessment imply a situational context, albeit implicitly, for example 
personality and competency measures often ask participants to make judgements 
about their behaviour that may either stimulate mental simulations of behaviours 
against imagined contexts, or lead a participant to access prototypical rule-sets of 
how the ‘self’ responds in situations (Klehe et. al., 2012). 
The research here will focus on assessment in simulations.  Two seminal 
bodies of work have emerged in the last few years that have addressed theoretical 
and practical aspects of how simulations are used in assessment.  One reviewed the 
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emerging accounts of how situational judgement tests (SJTs) work in practice and 
the various theories that have attempted to explain why they work and what they 
measure (Weekly & Ployhart, 2006).  The situational judgement paradigm is of 
enormous practical importance since its re-emergence after Motowidlo et. al. (1990) 
published his research into a practical application of this technique. Virtually all UK 
psychometric suppliers offer custom and standard versions and many of the major 
UK graduate employers use them to sift applicants on their recruitment websites.  
The second integrative review addressed assessment centres which like situational 
judgement tests have a long history in applied use (Jackson, Lance & Hoffman, 
2012) and again are used by many organizations for both initial selection and later 
development.  This review was largely stimulated by the debate into how assessment 
centres work, originating from Sackett & Dreher’s (1982) identification of the 
‘exercise effect’.  Sackett & Dreher (1982) applied multitrait-multimethod (MTMM) 
matrices (Campbell & Fiske, 1959) as a way of exploring the correlations between 
ratings of participant performance in assessment centres.  The assumption is that 
different exercises represent different methods, and the same traits measured across 
different exercises would inter-correlate more highly than would different traits 
measured within the same exercise.  However, the reverse has been found with 
different traits (or dimensions as they are now usually known) correlating more 
highly within the same exercise than they did with the same traits across exercises.  
Following a series of studies (Lance et. al., 2007; Lievens et. al., 2009;  Hoffman, 
2012;  Meriac et al., 2008;  Bowler & Woehr, 2006; Arthur & Villado, 2008) the 
conclusion was reached that assessment centres should not be represented as a form 
of MTMM as performance on exercises do not solely represent parallel methods but 
in fact contribute unique and important information in their own right about human 
performance and individual differences.  Most researchers now recognise that 
exercises actually represent situations and the constructs that are measured in high 
fidelity simulations represent a mixture of stable cross-situational trait-based 
behaviours and specific within-situational behaviours.  
The research questions addressed here will focus on the constructs that are 
emerging from this reappraisal of the evidence.  In particular, as we will see, these 
research questions aim to investigate explanations of behaviour as reflecting an 
interaction of personal and situational variables.  This view of behaviour largely 
derives from cognitive affective personality system (CAPS) theory (Mischel & 
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Shoda, 1995).  CAPS theory assumes that it is the interpretation of a situation by 
participants, partially driven by situational characteristics, and the activation of 
stored cognitive and affective schemata that determine behaviour and whether it 
appears consistently across situations or not.  Schemata in CAPS theory are rules or 
stored procedures that have been developed by individuals based on their unique 
experience shaped by deeper traits or predispositions, they can be described in the 
general form as ‘if (this situational characteristic)..then (that behaviour)’.  
Behavioural consistency under CAPS theory occurs for an individual if the situation 
is perceived to have similar characteristics, it is neither pre-determined by the 
‘nominal’ situation itself nor by the individual’s traits.  CAPS theory is therefore an 
example of an ‘interactionist’ model. 
We now turn to the research literature on the use and criterion validity of 
assessment centres and situational judgement tests, the competing theoretical models 
that have developed to account for the constructs that explain performance in these 
types of assessment simulations, and the research questions that will be addressed in 
this thesis.  Four research questions are developed based on an analysis of the 
literature: 
 The first research question addresses the appropriateness and degree of 
explanatory power of interactionist models of behaviour for assessment 
centre performance; 
 The second research question asks how situations and trait-based constructs 
co-vary and can best be represented in a controlled, low fidelity simulation 
based on the SJT paradigm; 
 The third research question examines the relative support for two different 
interactionist models when performance on a SJT is measured by examining 
the different cognitive processes involved when dealing with situations; 
 The final research question assesses how the structure of knowledge about 
how to deal with situations in a SJT can be developed and used by 
participants. 
These four research questions form a progression from the modelling of 
performance in high fidelity simulations (assessment centres) to the use of 
methodological controls in more controlled low fidelity simulations (SJTs) in order 
to examine the appropriateness of interactionist models and the constructs that they 
represent to account for behaviour in simulations. 
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2.2 Use of assessment centres and their criterion validity 
2.2.1 Use and Structure of assessment centres 
An assessment centre is defined as “a standardized evaluation of behavior 
based on multiple inputs” (International Task Force on Assessment Center 
Guidelines, 2009, p.244).  Assessment centres are used to select participants into 
organisations or into specific roles within organisations.  Development centres are 
also implemented in organisations where the results are used to give feedback to 
participants to help them improve work-related competencies or to prepare them for 
new roles e.g. future leadership positions (Ballantyne & Povah, 2004).  Assessment 
centres are widely used by industry and within the public sector particularly for 
graduate and managerial selection and development.   In the UK assessment and 
development centres are used to select future senior civil servants, to decide on the 
promotion of senior police and fire service officers, to select officer candidates into 
all three armed forces, and at a variety of levels in industry (up to Chief Executive 
Officer) for initial selection and further development (Zibarras & Woods, 2010). 
 
An assessment or development centre (from now on ‘assessment centre’ will 
be used to denote either type) typically consists of a set of exercises selected to 
reflect critical aspects of the job or role for which an assessment is required.  The 
content of the exercises may also reflect that encountered in the actual job or role.  
One way of characterising exercises is that they are work samples or simulations of 
the job or role (Robertson, Gratton & Sharpley, 1987), at least in form if not also in 
actual content.  Thornton and Byham (1982) identify the types of exercises typically 
used in assessment centres (in-tray, leaderless and leadership group exercises, oral 
presentation, case analysis or fact finding, and role plays).  Unlike standardised 
ability tests or personality inventories, which are often used at the same time, the 
same nominal type of exercise can vary widely between different assessment centres 
in terms of the specific content and tasks that face participants.  The actual exercises 
used in an assessment centre may also vary widely and the same type of exercise 
may be used multiple times to sample different content or situations. 
 
Although exercises form the structure of the assessment centre, and provide 
the task demands and objectives to be achieved to the participants, overall exercise 
performance per se is not the focus of the actual assessment measures.  The exercises 
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that are selected are used to elicit behaviours, these behaviours form the focus of 
attention of assessors and are used to infer the participant level of performance on 
measured dimensions of interest (Ahmed, Payne & Whiddett, 1997).  Typically each 
dimension will represent a competence or trait that has been shown by job or 
competency analysis (Henderson, Anderson & Rick, 1995) to be required for 
successful performance.  Each competence or trait will be operationally defined by 
observable behaviours (e.g. during a group exercise ‘the participant actively asks 
questions’) or performance outcomes (e.g. when assessing the results of an in tray 
‘the participant accurately prioritises the issues to be dealt with’) that are recorded by 
assessors.  The dimensions of interest are typically measured across several 
exercises, one implication of this is that the precise behavioural components that are 
used to define each dimension may vary across exercises. 
When scoring overall assessment centre performance two further 
transformations of the dimension ratings within exercises are usually performed 
(Spychalski, Quinones, Gaugler & Pohley, 1997).  First, the dimension scores across 
exercises are combined to produce an overall score for that dimension across 
exercises.  Second an overall assessment rating (OAR) may be used, by combining 
scores across different dimensions, to arrive at an overall rank-ordering of 
participants.  Although these transformations can be made using a pre-defined 
statistical formula (only 14% of cases in the Spychalski et. al. (1997) survey used 
this approach), there is often a further stage of filtering where differences in assessor 
ratings (where multiple assessors per exercise are used) are discussed and may be 
adjusted, and indeed the interpretation of all the evidence collected may be used to 
adjust the final overall rating for a participant (Dewberry & Jordan, 2006). 
 
The types or units of measurement adopted to characterise performance in an 
assessment centre are therefore as follows: 
a. Within an exercise behavioural or performance indicators are used to 
determine the degree to which a dimension (competence or trait) is 
exhibited, usually the set of behaviours recorded contributes to an overall 
rating of the dimension (several assessors may contribute such ratings). 
b. Across exercises these dimensional ratings may be aggregated to produce 
an overall dimension rating for the assessment centre – this can be 
interpreted as the level of competence or trait exhibited (or likely to be 
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exhibited) in a job or role consisting of the same types of situations as are 
used in the exercises. 
c. Across dimensions an OAR may be calculated by combining overall 
dimensional ratings, it is the OAR that may determine decisions affecting 
the future careers of participants. 
It is important to keep these definitions in mind when examining assessment 
centre outcome data for research purposes.  Note that specific measures of exercise 
performance are not collected i.e. how well a participant performs in relation to a 
task is characterised in terms of the dimension of interest.  Also note that in the 
majority of cases the dimension ratings and the OAR may have been adjusted using 
other evidence available in the assessment centre during integration sessions. 
2.2.2 Criterion-related validity of assessment centres 
Criterion-related validity indicates how well measures taken during an 
assessment correlate with or predict job or training performance. 
Criterion validity for the OAR 
Gaugler et. al (1987) used meta-analytic techniques to explore the predictive 
validity of (uncorrected) OARs from 50 assessment centres against several 
(corrected) types of criterion.  Across all samples a corrected estimate of .37 
(uncorrected .32) was returned with estimated (corrected) validity coefficients 
against more specific forms of criteria as shown in Table 2-1: 
Table 2-1 
Meta-analytic estimates of assessment centre criterion validity 
 
Criterion Criterion Validity 
Rating of job performance .36 (44, N. 4180) 
Potential rating .53 (13, N. 1338) 
Job rating on assessment centre dimensions .33 (9, N. 748) 
Training performance .35 (8, N. 1062) 
Career advancement (salary, promotions etc.) .36 (33, N. 4907) 
Note. Adapted from Gaugler et. al (1987) meta-analysis, the number of coefficients 
combined, and the total number of participants included are shown in brackets after 
each validity coefficient. 
Hermelin, Lievens and Robertson (2007) followed up this earlier analysis by 
focussing on 26 assessment centres conducted since 1985.  The OAR was used to 
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predict supervisory job performance ratings (total N. 5,850).  In this study the 
uncorrected overall validity coefficient of .17 rose to .28 when corrected for range 
restriction in the predictor and for unreliability in the criterion.  The authors 
speculated that the reduction in apparent validity from the earlier study was due to 
more pre-selection of participants prior to entry to modern assessment centres 
leading to greater indirect range restriction in the predictor. 
The OAR suffers from a number of problems when it is used as a measure 
representing the overall results of an assessment centre.  The OAR actually 
represents a combination of dimension scores collected across several exercises.  In 
the meta-analyses reported above the different studies that have been combined 
consisted of different combinations of dimensions and exercises.  It is therefore 
unclear what constructs the OAR actually represents (Arthur et. al., 2003) and 
therefore what is the real value of an estimate of criterion validity based on such a 
wide range of possible predictors. 
A second problem with the OAR is that although it is generally calculated by 
combining scores across dimensions it is equally representative as an overall measure 
of individual performance if the scores had instead been combined across exercises.   
A third problem is that the value of specific dimensions and/or exercises in 
predicting future potential or performance may be masked through their combination 
with less useful predictors, particularly if the inter-correlation between different 
predictors is not high. 
Criterion-related validity of dimensions 
Arthur et. al. (2003) performed a meta-analysis to examine the criterion 
validity of specific dimensions.  First the authors classified the actual dimensions 
used across 34 reported studies into six categories and then conducted meta-analyses 
against each of these categories.  Table 2-2 summarises the final categories and the 
estimated criterion validity for each dimension. 
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Table 2-2 
Criterion validity estimates for assessment centre dimensions  
 
Dimension Definition (adapted from Arthur 
et. al., 2003) 
Criterion 
Validity 
R
2
 
Problem Solving Gathering data systematically; effective 
analysis; generation and selection of 
supportable options; applying innovative 
solutions 
.39 (52, N. 
17,581) 
.15 
(p.<.001) 
Influencing Others Persuading others; acting based on own 
convictions 
.38 (47, N. 
19,827) 
.03 
(p.<.001) 
Organising & 
Planning 
Arranging work and resources 
systematically to meet task demands; 
anticipating the future 
.37 (40, N. 
16,573) 
.01 
(p.<.001) 
Communication Conveying oral and written information; 
responding to questions and challenges 
.33 (40, N. 
16,385) 
.01 
(p.<.001) 
Consideration/ 
Awareness of 
Others 
Considering the feelings and needs of 
others; awareness of impact of decisions 
across organisations 
.25 (37, N. 
5,699) 
.00 
Drive Maintaining high activity levels; setting 
and achieving high standards; expressing 
desire to advance to higher levels 
.31 (42, N. 
7,696) 
.00 
Overall  .36 (258, N. 
83,761) 
Overall 
R.=.45 
 
Note. Adapted from Arthur et. al (2003) meta-analysis, the number of coefficients 
combined, and the total number of participants included are shown in brackets after 
each validity coefficient. 
Arthur et. al. (2003) demonstrated that the predictive validity of the OAR 
(14% from the Gaugler et. al. (1987) study) was improved by using a composite 
predictor composed of specific dimensions (overall 20%).  One dimension (Problem 
Solving) accounted for most of this variance (15%) whilst two dimensions did not 
contribute any significant incremental validity. 
Although this study shows the value of using specific dimensions rather than the 
overall OAR to improve the predictive validity of assessment centres, the finding that 
only one dimension explained most of the variance is worrying for the following 
reasons: 
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a. Problem Solving as defined appears to be identifiable as a measure of 
general cognitive functioning (or g), it would seem be more economical 
to use specific measures of g which show equivalent or superior levels of 
prediction (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998) rather than conduct expensive 
assessment centres; 
b. Assessment centres use several exercises to measure the dimensions of 
interest, this finding can be taken (at face value) as suggesting that 
exercises not measuring dimensions that predict job performance are a 
waste of time. 
No meta-analyses of exercise criterion validity have been located probably 
because assessment centres are not usually designed to elicit specific exercise scores.  
Indeed exercise scores from traditionally designed assessment centres could only be 
calculated by combining scores from the different dimensions used in each exercise 
i.e. the actual measures used have been designed to target cross-exercise dimensions 
not specific within-exercise performance.  Meta-analyses of exercises would also 
involve combining results from categories of method (in basket, leaderless group 
exercise etc.) that may actually comprise very different types of content.  In a single 
sample study Lievens, Dilchert and Ones (2009) created a multivariate model of 
exercise and dimension factors underlying assessment centre performance and then 
used the estimated latent variables as predictors of final salary in a large sample of 
middle managers. They found that exercise factors (factorial or latent-variable 
measures based on within-exercise dimensions) accounted for higher incremental 
criterion validity than dimension factors (latent-variable measures based on across-
exercise dimensions).  Jackson, Englert, MacGregor & Burke, (2007) developed 
assessment centre exercises with specific behavioural checklists targeted on overall 
exercise performance.  They found a corrected multiple correlation R of .52 (p.<.01, 
n. 106) with job performance one year later.  
Do assessment centres have incremental criterion validity over alternative 
predictors?  Krause et. al. (2001) examined the criterion validity of dimensions, 
exercises and the OAR during an analysis of results from an assessment centre for 
the selection of senior police officers into executive roles.  In this study the OAR 
criterion validity was .29 (p<.01, n. 91), the average validity across dimensions was 
.26 (p<.01, n. 91), and the average for exercises was .30 (p<.01, n. 91).  However, 
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the exercise scores were derived by combining dimension ratings within each 
exercise and not by using exercise-specific measures.  In this study separate multiple 
regression analyses were performed to examine dimensions as predictors (R=.56, 
p<.001; R
2
 .31) and exercises as predictors (R=.58, p<.001; R
2
 .34).  Two of the 4 
exercises and four of the 8 dimensions accounted for the significant variance.  OAR 
was entered into a multiple regression with a measure of cognitive ability, this added 
an additional 5% of predictive variance to the 28% provided by the measure of g.  
The implication is that although assessment centre measures added significant 
incremental validity over g-type measures, in this case the absolute contribution was 
low (the authors attributed this to the criterion measure which was based on an 
examination).  Meriac et. al. (2008) in a meta-analysis found significant incremental 
criterion validity (R
2
 at 10%) of assessment centre dimension scores over that for 
cognitive ability and personality (combined R
2
 prediction at 20%) with all 
dimensions contributing to the incremental level of prediction.  The level of 
incremental validity per assessment centre dimension was small, ranging from 5% 
(organising and planning) to less than 1% (communication). 
2.2.3 Conclusions regarding criterion validity of assessment centres 
Assessment centre assessments represented by the OAR predict later job 
performance ratings, however, the absolute level of prediction is moderate (.28 to 
.37) (Harmelin et. al., 2007; Gaugler et. al., 1987).  Use of overall dimension scores 
(across exercises) combined using multiple regression appears to improve overall 
criterion validity (to .45) (Arthur et. al., 2003; Meriac et. al., 2008). In the one study 
that directly compared exercise-based and dimension-based score criterion validity 
(Lievens et. al., 2009) exercise factors significantly out-performed dimension factors.  
Assessment centres do provide significant levels of incremental criterion validity 
over cognitive ability and personality though individual effect sizes per dimension 
are small. No meta-analyses appear to have been conducted to examine the use of 
scores combined by exercise.  The OAR could represent either dimensional or 
exercise overall performance.   
2.3 Construct validity of assessment centres 
Construct validity refers to the extent to which the measures used to 
characterise individual behaviour can be assimilated into or derived from a 
theoretical explanation.  Assessment centres that are designed to measure specific 
dimensions by extracting behavioural information across several exercises explicitly 
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assume that the dimensions are the constructs that account for observed and 
predicted behaviour.  Two approaches to examining the construct validity of the 
dimensions used in assessment centres have been applied and will be examined in 
turn.  The first is the interrelationship between dimensions within a multitrait-
multimethod matrix (MTMM).  The second examines the relationships (within a 
nomological network) between dimensions measured within assessment centres and 
other measures (usually cognitive or personality scales) assumed to tap related 
underlying traits. 
2.3.1 Assessing the construct validity of assessment centres using the Multitrait- 
Multimethod Matrix (MTMM) 
The MTMM was defined by Campbell and Fiske (1959) as a means of 
establishing that measures of hypothesised psychological traits exhibit construct 
validity.  Construct validity was operationalised as follows: 
a. Traits should exhibit convergent validity where correlations between 
measures of the same traits should be high across different methods of 
collecting these measures. 
b. Traits should exhibit discriminant validity so that correlations between 
measures of different traits should be low within the same method and 
across different methods of collecting these measures. 
The MTMM is the correlation matrix within which convergent and discriminant 
validity relationships are exhibited.  Campbell and Fiske (1959 p.84) argued that the 
measurement method will always introduce “irrelevant method variance” which can 
only be recognised and eliminated by measuring the same traits using different 
measures.  
Sackett and Dreher (1982) applied an MTMM approach using within exercise 
(i.e. dimension) ratings in three assessment centres, in this analysis dimensions 
became traits and exercises were treated as different methods.  The use of a MTMM 
in the context of an assessment centre makes the assumption that participants will 
exhibit traits (represented as dimension ratings) consistently across methods (the 
various exercises).  What Sackett and Dreher (1982) found was a consistent lack of 
convergent validity (correlations between the same dimensions in different exercises 
were lower) and low discriminant validity (correlations between different dimensions 
within the same exercise were higher).  Sackett and Dreher (1982) speculated that the 
results were due to some combination of inconsistent performance by participants 
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across exercises, inter-rater unreliability and differential opportunities to observe 
trait-derived behaviours across exercises.   
The ‘exercise effect’ has been a pervasive feature of many assessment centres.  A 
great deal of attention has focussed on eliminating the ‘exercise effect’ by 
manipulating factors assumed to create rating error (number of dimensions to be 
rated, training of raters, type of rating method), the result has been that the ‘exercise 
effect’ has remained largely immune to such design manipulations (Lievens & 
Klimoski, 2001).  A key finding with respect to this issue is provided by a study 
performed by Lievens (2002) in which he found that raters tend to rate observed 
performance accurately.  Lievens (2002) videotaped simulated ‘participants’ who 
performed to scripts in four scenarios: 
a. consistent & differentiated i.e. behavioural performance was consistent on 
dimensions across exercises, whilst different dimensions within exercises 
were not consistent (the usual design aim in assessment centres); 
b. consistent & undifferentiated i.e. behavioural performance was consistent 
on dimensions across and within exercises; 
c. inconsistent and differentiated i.e. behavioural performance was 
inconsistent on dimensions across and within exercises; 
d. inconsistent and undifferentiated i.e. behavioural performance was 
consistent on dimensions within exercises but not across exercises 
(representative of the ‘exercise effect’). 
Lievens (2002) found that the type of behaviour exhibited by ‘participants’ 
determined the structure of the ratings made by raters.  The implication is that the 
interrelationships between dimensions recovered from assessment centre studies are 
not due to systematic measurement error and actually reflect how people perform.  
Jackson et. al. (2005) contrast trait-based explanations of the poor construct validity 
found in assessment centres with a task-specific explanation.  They hypothesised that 
the ‘exercise effect’ found in assessment centres actually reflects behavioural 
differences in participant performance in response to different situations (exercises).  
Behavioural ratings made across several exercises were analysed in two ways, in the 
first behaviours were assigned to a set of dimensions of interest as a basis for cross-
exercise dimensional ratings (the design aim of the assessment centre), in the second 
the same behaviours were treated as within-exercise task-specific measures.  Jackson 
et. al. (2005) found that multivariate psychometric models based on an assumption of 
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task-specificity fitted the data over and above one based on a dimensional ‘trait-
based’ approach.  They argued that assessment centre exercises should therefore be 
treated as work samples in their own right rather than as a means of collecting cross-
situational measures of competences or dimensions. 
Turning now to what has been found across MTMM studies.  Lance, Lambert, 
Gewin, Lievens & Conway (2004) used confirmatory factor analysis to examine the 
fit of three alternative models to data provided from each of 39 MTMMs from 
assessment centres.  The three models were: 
a. correlated dimensions and exercises i.e. behaviour is determined by both 
traits and exercises (CDCE); 
b. a single performance factor which interacts with correlated exercise 
factors (1DCE model); 
c. exercise factors only,  in other words performance is completely situation-
specific (0DCE). 
They found that the two models dominated by exercise effects provided a much 
better fit to the MTMM data than the model including multiple dimensions.  In 
addition they estimated (using the 1DCE model results) that exercises (average 49%) 
accounted for much more variance compared to dimensions (average 17%).  The 
implication is that candidate performance is determined by exercise factors and is not 
cross-situationally consistent.  Lance et. al. (2004) speculated that these results 
implied that the ‘exercise effect’ is not due to method variance but to a combination 
of two factors which drive participant behaviour in assessment centres: 
a. situation-specific performance factors in each exercise; 
b. a cross-situational consistent performance factor driven by stable 
cognitive, personality and experiential traits. 
Bowler and Woehr (2006) criticised the approach taken by Lance et. al (2004) 
and pointed out that by conducting individual confirmatory factor analyses on each 
MTMM they were in effect applying a model to datasets with a wide divergence in 
sample sizes and in assessment centre design characteristics e.g. number and types of 
dimensions and exercises.  Bowler and Woehr (2006) collapsed 35 individual 
MTMMs into a single composite by applying Arthur et. al.’s (2003) dimension 
categories (see Table 2-2 above) and a classification of exercises (case analysis, in-
basket, interview, leaderless group discussion, presentation and role play (Spychalski 
et. al., 1997)) to produce a six dimension by six exercise composite MTMM.  80% of 
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these matrices were also used in the Lance et. al. (2004) study.  They assessed the fit 
to the three models used by Lance et. al. (2004) and three additional models: 
a. dimension factors only,  in other words performance is completely 
determined by traits (CD0E); 
b. a single performance factor which interacts with uncorrelated exercise 
factors (1DUE model); 
c. correlated dimensions and uncorrelated exercises i.e. behaviour is 
determined by both traits and exercises (CDUE). 
A modified version of the CDCE model (the authors fixed several of the exercise 
factor inter-correlations to be zero) provided the best fit to the data (the trait-only 
CD0E model alone completely failed to fit the data).  Exercises (34%) still accounted 
for more of the variance than dimensions (22%), though the difference is less 
pronounced than in the 1DCE model used by Lance e. al. (2004).  Bowler and Woehr 
(2006) point out that low disciminant validity (where heterotrait-monomethod 
correlations are high) is partially due to high inter-correlations between dimensions 
typically found in the MTMM i.e. higher heterotrait-monomethod correlations are 
not simply due to an ‘exercise effect’ but reflect true correlations between different 
dimensions.  The aggregation method used in this study also decreased the average 
inter-correlation between exercises to nearly zero unlike the procedure used in 
previous meta-analyses.  Finally, Bowler and Woehr (2006) compared the factor 
loadings across dimensions and across exercises and found that some dimensions and 
some exercises have significantly more impact then others in determining the overall 
model (summarised in Table 2-3). 
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Table 2-3 
Construct validity of assessment centre dimensions and exercises 
 
 Dimensions  Exercises 
 Communication (.58)  In-basket (.68) 
n.s. Influencing Others (.50)  Case Analysis (.63) 
n.s. Problem Solving (.49)  Presentation (.61) 
n.s. Organising & Planning (.46)  Interview (.60) 
 Drive (.41)  Role play (.50) 
 Consideration/ Awareness of 
Others (.40) 
 Leaderless Group 
Exercise (.46) 
Note.  Differences in mean loading between dimensions and between exercises in the 
correlated dimensions, correlated exercises (CDCE) model, different shaded areas in 
each column are significantly different from each other at p<.01 (based on data 
presented in Table 5 in Bowler & Woehr (2006)),  
 
2.3.2 Conclusions regarding construct validity based on MTMM 
The value of the MTMM-based approach is two-fold: 
a. to highlight the robustness of the ‘exercise effect’ where the consistency 
of ratings on different dimensions within an exercise is higher than ratings 
on the same dimension across exercises; 
b. to challenge the interpretation of cross-exercise performance as 
representing some simple function of a combination of stable latent traits. 
Although meta-analyses estimates of the relative weight of behavioural variance 
due to dimensions v. exercises does vary, it is established that variance due to 
exercise factors often exceeds that due to dimensions and therefore that situational 
variables play an important role in determining performance.  Hoffman and Meade 
(2007) indicate that the use of MTMMs can give contradictory or inconclusive 
results (Lievens & Conway, 2001; Lance et. al., 2004: Bowler & Woehr, 2006) 
especially when solution admissibility and fit are used to judge the relative merits of 
different MTMM models.  By systematically constraining factor loadings of different 
measures Hoffman and Meade (2007) found that measures of some dimensions 
(representing both interpersonal and ‘task’ performance) appear to be situationally 
determined while others are relatively invariant across exercises.  The implication is 
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that situational specificity, i.e. that performance is wholly determined by the 
situational demands in an exercise, does not wholly account for the ‘exercise effect’.  
Hoeft and Schuler (2001) report a similar finding where a latent-state-trait model was 
applied to separate dimension and exercise specific influence on performance, in 
their study only two dimensions appeared consistently across exercises while the 
performance on the remaining dimensions was exercise-specific. 
What is intriguing is that the pattern of results recovered from MTMM analyses 
of assessment centres is mirrored in the results found in very different areas of 
performance assessment across situations (e.g. Dierdorff & Surface, 2007).  The 
‘exercise effect’ apparently is ubiquitous, and does not reflect rater bias or error 
(Lievens, 2002), nor can it be explained completely as being due to the effect of the 
situation (Bowler & Woehr, 2006; Hoffman & Meade, 2007).  If the ‘dimensions’ 
that have been assumed to drive behaviour or performance do not account for the 
results that have been observed then the question turns to what, and how, latent traits 
or situational factors (and their interaction) account for observed behaviour. 
Lance, Dawson, Birkelbach & Hoffman (2010) challenged the use of MTMM as 
a means of establishing construct validity.  In their view the facet represented as a 
‘method’ may be of as much theoretical interest as that labelled the trait, and the 
interaction between trait and task therefore becomes the focus for explanation.  This 
has one important methodological implication for the current study.  In assessment 
centres the situations that candidates have to deal with, the behaviours they emit, and 
the measurement methods used are all confounded with each other in the ‘exercise’.  
To isolate the effect of situations on behaviour it will be important to vary the 
situation without dramatic shifts in either the type of behaviours emitted or in 
the measurement model used. 
2.3.3 Assessing the construct validity of assessment centres in the nomological 
network 
The construct validity of assessment centres has been examined by 
correlating results with external variables typically provided by measures of traits 
like cognitive ability or personality or measures of job-related knowledge or 
performance.  The aim here is to place measures from assessment centres within a 
nomological network of other measures in order to help provide a more coherent and 
complete explanation for how assessment centres work. 
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Collins, Schmitt, Sanchez-Ku, Thomas, McDaniel & Le (2003) conducted a 
meta-analysis of the relationship between assessment centre OARs and measures of 
cognitive ability and four of the ‘Big Five’ personality constructs (adequate measures 
of conscientiousness were not available in the 65 studies used).  They found that the 
multiple R between OAR and these predictors was high (.84) with cognitive ability 
(beta weight = .68) and extraversion (beta weight = .51) providing the largest 
contributions.  Hoeft and Schuler (2001) report a second meta-analysis in which 
cognitive ability but not the ‘Big Five’ measures predicted OAR.  Though the 
importance of g has been indicated in criterion-related validity studies of assessment 
centres e.g. Arthur et. al. (2003) the problem with these studies is that the OAR is 
likely to have been influenced by the use of the results of these tests within each 
assessment centre. 
  Meriac, Hoffman, Fleischer & Woehr (2007) examined the interrelationship 
between assessment centre dimensions, cognitive ability and the ‘Big Five’ 
personality measures in a meta-analysis.  They used the categories of dimensions 
defined by Arthur et. al. (2003) and found that a 3 factor model (interpersonal, 
impact and analytical) provided a better fit (based on model fit indices) than using 
the original dimensions or simpler two or single dimensional models of assessment 
centre performance.  Secondly they found using multiple regressions that cognitive 
ability and the personality measures were related differentially to each of the three 
assessment centre composite factors (Table 2-4). 
Table 2-4 
Assessment centre dimensions and other individual differences 
 
Arthur et. al. (2003) 
dimensions 
Meriac et. al. 
3 factor model 
g N E O A C R
2
 
Problem Solving Analytical .39 
 
-.08 
 
.09 .09 -.02 -.01 .19 
Organising & Planning 
Communication Interpersonal .27 
 
-.08 .11 .08 .00 .04 .13 
Consideration/ 
Awareness of Others 
Stress Tolerance 
Drive Impact .28 
 
.02 .22 .01 .03 .01 .14 
Influencing Others 
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Note. Relationship between assessment centre dimensions, composite factors and 
measures of cognitive ability and personality based on Meriac et. al. (2007). g = 
cognitive ability, N = neuroticism, E = extraversion, O = openness, A = 
agreeableness, C = conscientiousness.  All shaded cells contain beta weights 
significant at p<.05. 
The main conclusion is that cognitive ability appears to load more highly on 
all composite factors (dimensions) unlike personality factors.  In construct terms this 
does not appear to make sense as the non-cognitively loaded dimensional factors 
(interpersonal and impact) arguably would have been expected to relate more to 
personality traits.  Only extraversion increased in relative weight on the non-
cognitive composite factors. 
Lance, Newbolt, Gatewood, Foster, French, & Smith  (2000) found a single 
dimension plus exercise factors (1DCE) model best fit the results in two assessment 
centres (as he later confirmed in a meta- analyses based on several assessment 
centres (Lance et. al. 2004)).  This was interpreted as the effect of a general 
performance factor representing stable cross-situational performance while exercise 
factors represented situationally specific performance (driven by task demands 
requiring more specific knowledge and skills).  The authors noted that the ‘trait-
based’ approach would predict that within-exercise measures should not correlate 
with external measures of cognitive ability.  Lance et. al. (2000) found that measures 
of cognitive ability did not correlate with the general performance factor (which is 
puzzling as this would have been expected) but did differentially correlate with the 
various exercise factors.   Lance et. al. (2007) argued that ‘Big Five’ personality 
measures represented stable intra-individual traits and therefore would be related to 
the consistent component of across-exercise performance but not to situation specific 
exercise performance, this was confirmed (in this single law enforcement AC study) 
for three of the five traits (conscientiousness, neuroticism (reversed) and openness).   
Lievens, Chasteen, Day & Christiansen (2006) adapted an interactionist 
model (first defined by Haaland & Christiansen, 2002) to help explain the ‘exercise 
effect’ – specifically that participant performance across exercises (situations) varies 
due to the different psychological demands placed on participants.  Lievens et al 
(2006) used trait activation theory (Tett and Burnett, 2003) as an explanatory 
framework whereby exercises were classified with regard to the degree that they 
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differed in trait activation potential (using the five factor model of personality traits) 
– see Table 2-5.  It was hypothesised and found in a meta-analytic study that where 
different exercises are more likely to evoke behaviours related to the same 
personality traits then a higher degree of performance consistency is found (based on 
ratings by observers), conversely where dimensions within an exercise can be 
assessed using behaviours relating to different traits then discrimination improved.  
However, the overall effects were restricted to only two of the ‘Big Five’ personality 
constructs (extraversion and conscientiousness) and overall did not account for 
enough variance to overcome the effect of situational-specific exercise variance i.e. 
heterotrait-monomethod correlations remained higher than monotrait-heteromethod 
correlations.  It is worth noting that Haaland & Christiansen (2002) also found (in a 
single assessment centre) that three of the ‘Big Five’ personality measures (as 
measured using a 16 PF instrument) correlated with dimensional ratings in exercises 
expected to elicit these traits, whereas no significant correlations were found with 
exercises not expected to elicit these traits. 
Table 2-5 
Trait activation in assessment centres 
 E A C N O 
Exercise      
Case Analysis   X   
Competitive LGD X X X X (-) X 
Cooperative LGD X X X  X 
In-basket   X   
Oral Presentation   X   
Role Play X X  X (-)  
Dimensions      
Communication X     
Consideration & awareness of others  X    
Drive   X   
Influencing others X     
Organisation & planning   X   
Problem solving     X 
Tolerance for stress & uncertainty    X (-)  
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Note. Adapted from Lievens et. al. (2006) showing hypothesised personality traits 
activated per exercise and hypothesised traits relevant to performance in each 
dimension (note the dimensions are adapted from Arthur et. al (2003)). N = 
neuroticism, E = extraversion, O = openness, A = agreeableness, C = 
conscientiousness. 
 
2.3.4 Conclusions regarding construct validity based on the nomological network 
The overall conclusions that can be drawn from attempts to examine the 
construct validity of assessment centres using external measures are as follows: 
a. Cognitive ability correlates with assessment centre measures expressed 
using the OAR (Collins e. al., 2003), using measures at the dimensional 
level (Meriac et. al., 2007) and using measures expressing specific 
exercise performance (Lance et. al., 2000); 
b. Personality measures are inconsistently associated with the OAR (Collins 
et. al., 2003; Hoeft and Schuler, 2001), do appear to have some weak and 
inconsistent relationships at the dimensional level (Meriac et. al., 2007), 
but do not correlate with measures expressing specific exercise 
performance (Lance et. al., 2007); 
c. The trait activation model (Haaland & Christiansen, 2002; Lievens et. al., 
2006) appears to provide a better model for understanding how 
personality measures conceptually relate to both dimension and exercise 
measures and may explain why personality traits cannot be expected to 
consistently emerge as strong factors when averaged across assessment 
centres with different combinations of dimensions and exercises; 
d. Lance et. al. (2004) model of assessment centre measures as consisting of 
a single general performance dimension plus situationally specific 
exercise factors (1DCE) is not consistently supported by the apparent 
relationships between its components and external variables, notably the 
lack of any correlation between the general performance factor and 
cognitive ability.  One could argue that contrary to his argument (Lance 
et. al., 2007) that the ‘Big Five’ represent a stable set of ‘traits’, they in 
fact would be expected to differentially relate to exercises whilst 
cognitive ability is the more stable ‘trait’. 
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Unfortunately the studies of internal validity of assessment centres using the 
MTMM modelling approach and those examining relations in the nomological 
network have not covered enough of the same ground to reach more definitive 
conclusions (Lievens et. al., 2009).  For example it remains to be investigated how 
measures of external variables relate to the modified CDCE model produced by 
Bowler & Woehr (2006) making use of predictions derived using the trait activation 
model (Lievens et. al., 2006).  Similarly, we need to find out why (from single 
assessment centre studies) only certain dimensions appear consistently across 
exercises, whilst others are exercise specific (Hoffman & Meade, 2007; Hoeft and 
Schuler, 2001) making use of external measures of theoretically related latent traits. 
At a more general level the finding that cognitive ability relates to assessment centre 
performance more consistently than personality measures may reflect the distinction 
between typical performance and maximal performance.  Cognitive ability has been 
represented as a measure of maximal performance as have assessment centre 
dimensions whereas personality dimensions are seen as being more related to typical 
performance (Marcus, Goffin, Johnston & Rothstein, 2007).  Tett and Burnett’s 
(2003) trait activation model also notes that personality traits may not influence 
behavioural or performance outcomes when competency demands (for maximal 
performance) act to effectively suppress typical modes of behaviour (which are more 
likely to appear where competency demands are weaker).  This interpretation may 
help explain why assessment centre dimensions that apparently should relate strongly 
to personality traits (or typical performance) do not appear consistently and are 
weaker than situational demands in exercises.   
Research Question 1: What is the appropriateness and explanatory power of 
Interactionist Models of assessment centre performance? 
The first research question addressed in this thesis investigated the generality 
of an interactionist model of assessment centre performance (Lievens et. al., 2009; 
Melchers et. al., 2012).  Specifically, I established the degree to which a multivariate 
model of the exercises and the dimensions in two operational assessment centres was 
compatible with an interactionist model, as opposed to alternative models of 
behaviour in these simulations.  From the construct validity evidence reviewed above 
I would expect multivariate models of performance to be a joint function of exercise 
and dimension factors if an interactionist model can be assumed. Having established 
which model best fit the assessment centre performance data I used additional 
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measures of participant cognitive ability and personality in order to compare two 
construct-based models that attempt to explain the underlying factors leading to the 
performance that was observed. 
2.4 Use of Situational Judgement Tests and their criterion validity 
2.4.1 Use of SJTs 
The use of assessment centre data to explore the constructs that underlie 
performance in simulations faces several methodological restrictions, in particular 
the control over the ‘situation’ faced in a dynamic simulation which itself often 
evolves as the participants themselves (and their interaction with each other and with 
role actors and assessors) can change the ‘nominal’ situation.  The remaining 
research questions will therefore make use of a low fidelity simulation based on the 
situational judgement test paradigm.  Several methodological innovations will be 
applied to try and understand the constructs underlying performance in assessment 
simulations.  
Situational Judgement Tests (SJTs) represent a family of assessment methods 
based on low fidelity simulations (Lievens & DeSoete, 2012) that vary in a number 
of ways.  Central to a SJT is the use of a common structure in which participants are 
presented with a set of situations characteristic of those facing people who deal with 
these in the target organization or role.  These situations are often based on a job 
analysis or critical incident analysis (Flanagan, 1954).  The situations are selected in 
order to expose participants to task demands that help to differentiate between good 
and poor performers (Motowidlo et. al., 1990).  Response options are then defined 
for each incident or situation and again these may be based on the range of responses 
actually used in the work environment.  Finally, these response options are 
themselves rated for effectiveness by subject matter experts and it is this final 
ordering of effectiveness that determines the score that a participant receives when 
they sit the SJT. 
SJTs have developed in a number of ways since Motowidlo et. al.’s (1990) 
study re-ignited their popularity.  Weekley, Ployhart & Holtz (2006) classified how 
SJTs vary based on item-stem content (the situation), response option content (the 
judgement), response instructions (what ‘would’ you do v. what ‘should’ you do), 
how response effectiveness is judged (empirical-keying v. rational-keying v. 
construct-keying), and scoring method (forced-choice v. continuous likert scale).  
These researchers make the point that SJTs vary on so many characteristics it is 
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difficult to disentangle the effect each has on criterion validity.  For this reason, SJTs 
are often characterised as a ‘method’ (McDaniel, Whetzel, Hartman, Nguyen & 
Grubb, 2006) rather than a more specific construct-focused assessment like a 
personality inventory.  We will revisit several of these characteristics in this review 
as they have been used in two ways: 
a. As moderator variables helping to explain SJT criterion or construct 
validity (e.g. McDaniel, Hartman, Whetzel & Grubb, 2007); 
b. As method factors for deliberately controlling the design of research using 
SJTs in order to make inferences about performance models (e.g. Motowidlo 
& Beier, 2010). 
2.4.2 Criterion validity of SJTs 
Several meta-analyses have addressed the criterion validity of SJTs 
(McDaniel, Morgeson, Finnegan, Campion & Braverman, 2001; McDaniel et. al. 
2007; Christian, Edwards & Bradley, 2010).  McDaniel et. al. (2001) estimated a 
population criterion validity of .34 for overall SJT scores against (mainly) 
supervisory ratings of job performance.  SJT criterion validity therefore lies at the 
same approximate level as that for assessment centres.  McDaniel et. al. (2001) noted 
that SJTs developed on the basis of a job analysis show improvements in criterion 
validity (.38).  This is important as it indicates that adapting the content of the 
predictor to match that of the criterion space improves predictive validity and 
appears to confirm that SJTs operate as ‘samples’ rather than ‘signs’ of the target job 
(Wernimont & Campbell, 1968).  One drawback with this meta-analysis is that 
McDaniel et. al. appear to have included ‘judgement’ tests as well as SJTs, 
judgement tests ask participants as to the best response to give without presenting a 
situation, the contribution of these tests to the overall estimates of validity is not 
clearly separated.  Judgement tests leave the situation implicit in the same way that 
personality inventories ask people to make statements about themselves often 
without any clear context.  Leaving the situation implicit may mean that the situation 
is more unconstrained and ambiguous and therefore more subject to a trait-based 
response (Tett & Burnett, 2003).  As a result it is possible that the estimates derived 
from this meta-analysis may have been influenced by moderators not considered in 
the results.  McDaniel et. al. (2007) extended their earlier meta-analysis and, using a 
distinction identified by McDaniel & Nguyen (2001) between knowledge-based and 
behavioural-based response instructions, assessed the moderating effect of such 
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instructions on criterion validity.  Knowledge-based instructions ask participants to 
assess the best response option and have been associated with higher levels of ability 
and ‘maximal’ performance (Sackett, Zedeck & Fogli, 1988).  Behavioural-based 
instructions prompt participants to respond in a way that is ‘typical’ of them and 
have been associated with a trait-based personality driven approach.  Based on the 
logic that knowledge-based response instructions are more likely to stimulate 
maximal performance, and result in an approach more reliant on a participant’s 
cognitive ability, McDaniel et. al. (2007) predicted an increase in criterion validity of 
SJTs with this type of response instruction.  The overall SJT criterion validity was 
.26 in this study, a reduced population estimate from that in the earlier meta-analysis, 
and neither of the response instructions altered this estimate for their respective sub-
populations of SJTs.  This does not mean, however, that the underlying constructs 
elicited by these different response instructions are the same, as we shall see when 
we consider the nomological network of interrelationships between SJTs and other 
measures of individual differences.   
Christian et al. (2010) updated the meta-analytic evidence regarding the 
criterion validity of SJTs by taking a construct-based approach.  They point out that 
previous studies used overall composite SJT scores, akin to the OAR scores from 
assessment centres, and did not systematically classify the actual constructs used.  
SJTs were classified using a typology developed by Huffcutt, Conway, Roth & Stone 
(2001) for employment interviews and by Roth, Bobko, McFarland & Buster (2008) 
with work-sample tests.  This typology classified SJTs based on the ‘saturation’ of 
different constructs like ‘working effectively with others’ or on the basis of the item 
(situational) content.  Four main categories of constructs were used – knowledge & 
skills, applied social skills, basic personality tendencies and a heterogeneous 
category for composite SJT content.  This classification of predictor SJT constructs 
was matched to a different classification of criterion performance.  The performance 
criteria against which the predictors were validated were themselves classified into 
task performance and contextual performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993), and 
managerial performance.  Borman & Motowidlo (1993) characterise task 
performance as specific job competencies, skills and knowledge.  Contextual 
performance refers to general competencies needed in the world of work and the 
motivation to work effectively in organizations.  Managerial performance was used 
as a third category to capture ratings of participants against managerial or 
37 
 
administrative competencies.  Christian et. al. obtained estimates of overall SJT 
criterion validity ranging from .19 to .43 depending on the predictor construct type, 
they also suggest that SJT constructs differentially predicted the various classes of 
performance criteria.  For example, they predicted that ‘interpersonal skills’ (an 
example of the ‘applied social skills’ predictor category) would show a stronger 
relationship to ‘contextual’ performance than the ‘heterogeneous composite’ SJTs.  
Although the estimated population coefficients matched several predictions the 
sample sizes were low and the authors warned against overgeneralising the results 
from this study.  It could be argued that some of the comparisons made in this study 
are questionable, for example SJTs measuring ‘basic personality tendencies’ were 
validated against task performance criteria while in the original formulation of 
Borman & Motowidlo  (1993)’s model personality traits are viewed as being of more 
relevance for ‘contextual’ performance.  The choice of ‘heterogeneous composite’ 
SJTs with no pure construct saturation to contrast against the validity of construct-
saturated SJTs leaves it unclear as to what predictors were being compared.  
Examining Christian et. al. (2010)’s estimates of criterion validity by SJT type (see 
Table 4, p. 101 of their article) what is noteworthy is that the coefficients associated 
with the largest sample sizes against each performance facet all cluster around the 
.26 level found by McDaniel et. al. (2007) (Contextual performance against 
‘leadership’ SJTs, .24; Task performance against ‘heterogeneous composite’ SJTs, 
.27; Managerial performance against ‘leadership’ SJTs, .29). 
Do SJTs add incremental validity when predicting job performance over and 
above that provided by other commonly used predictors?  McDaniel et. al. (2001) 
estimated the incremental validity based on their observed average SJT validity 
(.26), the average correlation of these SJTs with cognitive ability (.36) and an 
estimate of average cognitive ability validity (.25) from the literature (Hunter, 1983 
cited in McDaniel et. al., 2001) and found the composite of SJT and cognitive ability 
to be .31.  On this basis adding a SJT to a cognitive ability test added .06 to the 
overall criterion validity (corrected to .08 when all coefficients were corrected and 
the estimated reliability of criterion scores was included in calculating the overall 
prediction).  This estimate of SJT incremental validity over cognitive ability was 
revised to a range between .03 to .05 in McDaniel et. al. (2007)’s study, and the 
incremental validity of SJTs over a composite of the Big Five personality traits 
ranged from .06 to .07, when cognitive ability was added to the Big Five personality 
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composite, SJTs offered incremental criterion validity in the range .01 to .02.  
McDaniel et. al. (2007, p. 81,) concluded that this low incremental validity indicated 
that ‘few predictors offer incremental prediction over an optimally weighted 
composite of six variables (g and the Big Five)’.  The wider implication, similar to 
that which appears when regarding the incremental validity of overall assessment 
centre results (e.g. Krause et. al., 2001) is that assessments based on the use of 
simulations provide a very low return in terms of job performance prediction 
over factorially pure, construct-based, and generalised i.e. non-situationally specific 
measures of cognitive ability and personality.  Results from direct (rather than 
estimated) levels of incremental validity are sometimes less pessimistic Clevenger, 
Pereira, Wiechmann, Schmitt & Schmidt Harvey (2001) obtained higher estimates of 
SJT incremental validity (ranging from .17 to .20) over predictor composites formed 
from cognitive ability, conscientiousness (one of the Big Five personality traits), job 
experience and knowledge.  However, O’Connell et. al. (2007) found much lower 
levels of incremental validity SJT over a composite of cognitive ability and a wider 
range of personality measures for criteria representing task performance (.01) and 
contextual performance (.00).  So, on balance, current evidence suggests that 
operational SJTs do not add significant utility over and above the use of a cognitive 
ability test and measures covering the full range of personality traits in the Big Five. 
2.4.3 Conclusions regarding criterion validity of SJTs 
The meta-analytic evidence (McDaniel et. al., 2001; McDaniel et. al., 2007; 
Christian et. al., 2010) appears to indicate that overall SJT criterion validity is 
moderate (populations estimates ranging from .26 to .34) and at a similar level to that 
found for assessment centres.  Like assessment centres, where OAR scores (which 
collapse construct dimensions) are usually reported, SJT composite scores appear to 
dominate the research to date.  Christian et. al. (2010) were the first to try and 
disentangle ‘dimensional’ or construct-based aspects of SJTs in a similar way to 
Arthur et. al. (2003)’s meta-analysis of assessment centre dimensional criterion 
validity.  However the problem in using evidence from existing operational SJTs for 
this purpose is that they have often been developed to match very specific job 
requirements and scoring methods often rely on an overall composite score. One 
reason for this is that SJTs are often used in the selection context to filter participants 
online through to more expensive and differentiated face-to-face assessments (like 
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assessment centres) and many SJTs therefore are not designed to offer dimensional 
scores.  
2.5 Construct validity of SJTs 
Ryan & Ployhart (2014) note that although SJTs predict job performance, in a 
similar vein to research into what assessment centres actually measure, construct 
validity has posed more of a problem.  Schmitt & Chan (2006) argue that more 
emphasis in the research literature has been placed on the validity of SJTs as methods 
over a concern with what is actually being measured.  Christian et. al. (2010) point 
out several reasons why it is important to understand how SJTs work starting with 
the need to develop stronger theoretical accounts of what constructs are being 
measured and why these are important when predicting job performance.  One 
powerful reason for gaining such an understanding is to be able to match 
theoretically, predictor and criterion constructs (Bartram, 2005), this ultimately 
implies developing a more comprehensive theoretical description of job 
performance.  Schmitt & Chan (2006) apply several criteria for establishing SJT 
construct validity, these criteria are drawn from those originally identified by 
Cronbach & Meehl (1955).  The next sections will review the research evidence for 
three of these criteria for construct validity:  the internal structure of items 
comprising SJTs; the nomological network describing how SJT performance 
correlates with other measures; and finally evidence about the cognitive processes 
that might serve to mediate and explain the genesis of SJT performance.  
2.5.1 The internal structure of SJTs 
SJTs often have an underlying formal structure that can be similar to that 
used in assessment centres.  Participants are exposed to several situations (exercises) 
and may be prompted to respond to each situation in a number of ways that are 
indicative of various dimensions of performance.  However, there may be several 
subtle but important departures from this formal similarity.  For example, many SJTs 
consist of one judgement per item, so that situation and responses (dimensions 
measured) are entirely confounded.  In other cases content may be systematically 
developed to measure different dimensions but, again, different situations are used in 
the different content areas.  In fact it is rarely very clear from the research literature 
how situations and dimensions of interest are formally structured.  For example, 
Schmitt & Chan review several factor analytic studies of the internal structure of 
SJTs (Gillespie, Oswald, Schmitt, Manheim & Kim, 2002;  Pulakos, Schmitt & 
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Keenan, 1994 both studies cited in Schmitt & Chan, 2006) and conclude that the 
typical finding is that one factor accounts for approximately 15% of the variance 
with remaining factors  accounting for 5% or less, with no clear pattern to the results.  
They conclude that a general ‘judgement’ factor accounts for the main factor which 
they identify as reflecting either ‘practical intelligence’ (Stemler & Sternberg, 2006) 
or a method-based factor reflecting adaptability when making judgements when 
faced with different situations.  This interpretation was not supported in one of the 
few reported attempts to use a MTMM design to isolate a ‘judgement’ construct 
across two different SJTs and an in-basket exercise (Salter, 2009, unpublished 
thesis).   
McDaniel & Whetzel (2005) argued that neither ‘practical intelligence’ or 
tacit knowledge nor any other common factor underlies situational judgement 
performance and demonstrated how SJT items can measure different constructs at 
item level.  However it is unclear whether any of the studies cited by these authors 
systematically designed their SJTs to partial out the effects of situations and 
constructs.  In fact it could be argued that most multivariate research into SJTs 
has ignored situational-derived variance in a search for dimensional-type 
constructs.  This makes sense when one considers that SJTs are usually designed to 
measure specific critical occupational or academic performance dimensions, not to 
partial out the effect of dimensions v. situations. The study reported by Westring et. 
al. (2009) is an exception.  They deliberately structured a SJT so that dimensional or 
trait-based responses could be partialled out from the situations used.  Formally, this 
is like the MTMM approach used to analyse assessment centres, except only one 
method dominates responses (i.e. situational judgements while assessment centres 
typically measure a range of behavioural outputs).  The SJT used by Westring et. al. 
(2009) was designed to assess goal orientation (mastery, approach, avoidance 
tendency) in academic settings.  They found, perhaps not surprisingly given that the 
construct domain concerned goal orientation, that situations dominated item variance 
(overall 47%) whereas the specific goal orientation traits accounted for less variance 
(ranging from 1% to 23%).  The authors warn against overgeneralising the results to 
SJTs in the job performance area, particularly as goal orientation may be expected to 
be more ‘state-like’ than ‘trait-like’ unlike the hypothesised underlying ‘trait’ 
determinants of work competencies (Kurz & Bartram, 2002).  Nevertheless, 
Westring et. al. (2009) introduced a powerful methodological tool for investigating 
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what SJTs are actually measuring.  This approach will be followed in the research 
studies reported here. 
Research Question 2: How do situations and trait-based constructs co-vary in a 
low fidelity simulation? 
To address this research question I adapted the methodology introduced by 
Westring et. al. (2009) to systematically examine the degree to which situations and 
traits co-varied using a SJT.  The ‘traits’ or dimensions used were chosen to be more 
representative of those applied in work-based competency frameworks (Sparrow, 
1995).  Competencies are defined as capabilities, based on an individual’s skills, 
knowledge and personality traits, for performing specific types of work activities, 
and which can be defined by measures of specific behaviours (Kurz & Bartram, 
2002; Nikolaou, 2003).  These ‘proximal’ competencies are linked in the research 
literature to ‘distal’ personality traits (Bartram, 2005; Jansen, Lievens & Kleinmann, 
2011) in the Five Factor Model.  These relationships were exploited when addressing 
this research question in order to develop a clearer understanding of the relative 
influence of situations, traits and their interaction on performance.  
2.5.2 Assessing the Construct Validity of SJTs in the nomological network 
The construct validity of SJTs has also been examined by correlating results 
with external variables typically provided by measures of traits like cognitive ability 
or personality or measures of job-related knowledge or performance.  As described 
earlier in this chapter for assessment centres this work has attempted to interpret 
what SJTs measure by reference to a nomological network containing known 
constructs from the psychometric research literature. 
McDaniel et. al. (2006) and McDaniel et. al. (2007) synthesised this evidence 
based on a number of meta-analytic studies (e.g. McDaniel & Nguyen, 2001; 
McDaniel et. al., 2003).  They report correlates for SJTs developed using knowledge-
based and behavioural-based response instructions separately. Their argument for 
this approach is that knowledge-based response instructions, which ask participants 
to pick the best way of dealing with a situation, create a task goal that demands that 
participants access their general and specific knowledge about procedures that will 
work.  In contrast, behavioural-based instructions, that ask participants to pick the 
response option that is most typical of their own behaviour, are more likely to reflect 
response predispositions reflecting personality traits.  Table 2-6 summarises meta-
analytic estimates of correlations (p) of external constructs with SJT scores (adapted 
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from McDaniel et. al., 2007).  In general the meta-analytic population estimates for 
correlations with SJTs support the predictions they made.  Two of the personality 
traits (extraversion and openness), however, produced population estimates in the 
reverse direction to that expected and had higher correlations with knowledge-based 
SJTs.  Whereas this might be expected for openness which often shows a moderate 
correlation with cognitive ability (Furnham, 2008), it would not be expected for 
extraversion.  Given the predominance of ‘leadership’ as the focus of many SJTs in 
the applied literature (Christian et. al., 2010) and the positive relationship between 
extraversion and leadership (Judge, Bono, Ilies & Gerhert, 2002) this result perhaps 
requires further examination and represents a major inconsistency in this account. 
Table 2-6 
Constructs related to SJTs 
:. 
Construct Knowledge-based SJTs Behavioural-based SJTs 
Cognitive ability .35 .19 
Agreeableness .19 .37 
Conscientiousness .24 .34 
Emotional Stability .12 .35 
Extraversion .15 .08 
Openness .14 .11 
Note. Adapted from McDaniel et al. (2007) showing estimated population correlation 
coefficients of knowledge-based and behavioural-based SJT scores with cognitive 
ability and personality traits. 
Overall, these results suggest that SJT performance reflects a number of 
primary psychometric constructs and support McDaniel et. al.’s (2006) conclusion 
that SJTs measure multiple constructs.  This conclusion is consistent with the bulk of 
the evidence regarding the internal structure of SJTs reported in the previous section, 
though it is subject to a similar caveat regarding the heterogeneity of design origins 
of the SJT situations and response options actually used.  In other words, these 
correlations typically represent how overall SJT scores correlate with these 
constructs, but not why.  And McDaniel et. al.’s (2007) interpretation regarding the 
effect of response instructions although persuasive does not account for all of the 
evidence. 
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At the heart of its paradigm a SJT prompts participants to select a course of 
action in order to deal with a situation.  An obvious correlate with SJT performance 
is therefore general or job-specific knowledge usually expressed by surrogate 
measures based on experience i.e. likely exposure to obtaining knowledge.  Weekly 
& Ployhart (2005) examined this relationship in depth by measuring how the 
relationship between SJT and job performance was influenced by general work 
experience, specific job tenure and training experience as well as cognitive ability 
and personality.  They found that SJT performance fully mediated the effects of all 
three experience variables as well as cognitive ability and (probably for job-specific 
reasons) two personality traits (agreeableness & emotional stability).  They argued 
that this SJT therefore measured general rather than job-specific knowledge as 
neither job-specific knowledge measure (job tenure nor training experience) were 
significant predictors of SJT performance in their final path model.  General 
knowledge therefore improves capacity to identify the best way to deal with 
situations, and this capacity in turn predicts job performance. 
Bergman, Donovan, Drasgow, Overton & Henning (2008) differentiated job 
performance into task and contextual components (Motowidlo et. al., 1997) and 
found in two studies that a SJT partially mediated effects of cognitive ability, 
problem-solving experience and personality predictors on each component of job 
performance.  They argued that these SJTs represented measures of procedural 
knowledge relevant to the job domains in these studies.   The problem is SJTs can be 
written either to tap generalised or procedural knowledge or to assess quite specific 
domain or declarative knowledge. Many SJTs written for operational expertise may 
have an unknown mixture of items requiring application of general and/or job-
specific knowledge.  For example, Lievens & Patterson (2011) found that a SJT 
formed of items that required some domain knowledge fully mediated the prediction 
of subsequent job performance from a specific test of declarative (in this case clinical 
medical) knowledge.  McDaniel et. al. (2006) conclude that the evidence regarding 
how knowledge (or experience) correlates with SJT performance is fragmentary. 
They present a conceptual model in which cognitive ability, personality and both 
general and specific knowledge can influence SJT performance (Figure 2-1).   
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Figure 2-1 
Nomological network of SJT constructs 
 
 
Note. Adapted from McDaniel et al. (2007) and Bergman et. al. (2008) the 
nomological network for SJTs, showing how multiple constructs relate to SJT 
performance and directly and indirectly to task and contextual job performance. 
This model summarises the evidence for the nomological network within 
which SJTs sit.  This model broadly assumes that distal basic cognitive ability and 
personality traits have an impact on the acquisition of knowledge as they shape the 
experiences we seek and how well we process and retain knowledge and procedures.  
In turn our general experience and opportunities to learn shape the general and 
domain specific knowledge we collect.  SJT performance is shaped by our cognitive 
ability and personality traits directly and indirectly.  While the procedural knowledge 
we acquire and which is expressed when we complete a SJT predicts ultimate job 
performance. 
The evidence in the nomological network has a number of problems as 
follows: 
a. The contribution of distal personality traits to SJT performance does not 
comply either with the predicted effect of response instructions nor with what 
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would be expected given the types of content measured in SJTs, in particular 
the evidence regarding extraversion does not fit this model; 
b. SJTs are often treated uncritically as representing ‘procedural knowledge’ 
(Bergman et. al., 2008) but this explanation has difficulty accounting for the 
relationships of SJT performance to participant personality traits i.e. if 
personality traits correlate with SJT performance it is because the SJT must 
contain procedural items related to the job context, whereas if it relates to 
cognitive ability it must contain items assessing task knowledge; in one of the 
few attempts to design a SJT to differentiate these two item types within one 
SJT the evidence for these assumed effects was not clearly established (Bess, 
2001, unpublished thesis); 
c. The explanatory model has no role for the situation itself in accounting for 
SJT performance, if, for example we assume that performance in simulations 
depends (to some degree) on participant interpretation of a situation this is 
not reflected in the model itself, all of the variables that are included are 
based on individual differences in cognitive ability, personality, experience, 
education and knowledge. 
We now turn to recent attempts to account for SJT performance using 
cognitive mediating processes in which the psychological situation itself is a key 
focus. 
2.5.3 Cognitive processes mediating SJT performance 
Two theories have been developed which start to examine the role of cognitive 
processes in mediating the relationship between situations and simulation 
performance.  These are implicit trait policies (ITP) (Motowidlo, Hooper & Jackson, 
2006a & 2006b; Motowidlo & Beier, 2010) and ability to identify criteria (ATIC) 
(Kleinmann, Ingold, Lievens, Jansen, Melchaers & Konig, 2011).  Like the trait 
activation accounts of assessment centre performance introduced earlier (Lievens et. 
al. 2006) both of these theories consider: 
a. Characteristics of the situation itself that are available to participants; 
b. The interpretation of the situation by the participant i.e. the psychological or 
idiographic situation for the individual as opposed to the nominal or 
normative situation agreed by group consensus or defined by the designer of 
an assessment process; 
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c. How situation interpretation affects the response options that are selected or 
generated. 
I will consider the ATIC theory first before turning to a more detailed 
examination of ITP theory.  ATIC theory is very persuasive and is well supported as 
an explanation for performance in high and low fidelity simulations (Konig, 
Melchers, Kleinmann, Richter & Klehe, 2007; Klehe et. al., 2012).  ATIC 
specifically deals with the participants’ ability to infer the criteria being used to 
assess them and then to utilise their capabilities to exhibit behaviours meeting these 
criteria.  ATIC is generally represented as a measure of how accurately participants 
comprehend situational demands (Jansen, Melchers, Lievens, Kleinmann, Brandli, 
Fraefel & Konig, 2012).  ATIC is measured using a procedure that asks participants 
to describe their own hypotheses about the assessment dimensions being used in high 
and low fidelity simulations that they had just completed.  After completing all 
simulations participants are asked to code their hypotheses against a list of 
assessment dimensions including those that were actually used as well as distractors.  
The ATIC score is the degree of correspondence between the participants’ 
hypotheses about what was being assessed and the target assessment dimensions 
actually used.  ATIC correlates reliably and positively with performance in 
structured interviews and assessment centres (Konig et.al., 2007).  The importance of 
ATIC is that it assumes the use of cognitive schemata of the situation by participants 
as a mediating influence on performance.  There is also evidence that ATIC helps to 
explain the relationship between personality traits and simulation performance, 
participants scoring higher in relevant personality traits who also correctly perceived 
the assessment criteria being used performed better than participants with high trait 
scores who did not pick up the criteria being used (Jansen, Lievens & Kleinmann, 
2011).  However, ATIC theory does not account directly for how people interpret 
and respond to the actual situations with which they are faced except in so far as they 
provide clues to the criteria used in assessment and how best to comply with these 
criteria.  ATIC therefore provides a stronger account of how participants try to make 
sense of an overall selection situation and adapt their behaviour to complete this 
successfully.  
In the ITP account Motowidlo et. al. (2006a) considered why personality traits 
appeared to correlate with SJT performance, given that SJTs are assumed to measure 
procedural knowledge, a gap in the nomological network reviewed above.  They 
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hypothesised that participants develop implicit trait policies and it is these implicit 
beliefs that mediate the relationship between a participant’s personality traits and SJT 
performance.  Motowidlo et. al. (2006a) proposed that an ITP essentially forms a 
belief about how to deal with situations in the real world, these beliefs develop based 
on how participants typically deal with situations.  So, for example, a person high in 
the agreeableness trait will typically respond to situations in a way that matches their 
underlying predisposition e.g. they may try and cooperate with others rather than 
argue or otherwise conflict with them.  Over time these typical ways of responding 
become habitual and form a pool of general knowledge for use by the participant in 
later work situations i.e. these will be their default procedures unless training, work 
experience or situational pressures teach or force them to adopt alternative general or 
job-specific procedures.  Furthermore Motowidlo et. al. (2006a) contended that SJT 
responses to items known to be saturated with content compatible with a personality 
trait e.g. choosing a response to a situation signifying cooperation, might reveal 
information about that participant’s underlying ITPs and therefore their personality. 
  The key prediction is that participants who are higher in a specific trait like 
‘agreeableness’ will be able to perceive the difference between more and less 
effective options when these options are saturated with ‘agreeableness’ content i.e. 
the participants are more ‘attuned’ to this area due to a combination of their 
experience and personality. These participants who share ITPs matching the choices 
made by subject matter experts from which the SJT scoring key is developed will 
therefore demonstrate more accurate ‘procedural knowledge’.  Motowidlo et. al. 
(2006a) tested this theory and found that participant personality trait scores generally 
correlated significantly with the choice of response options that had independently 
been assessed as representing compatible traits, this was interpreted as evidence that 
these participants had used ITPs when judging the effectiveness of response options 
to situations. ITPs were operationalized by correlating the independently judged 
‘trait’ saturation of a response option with the participant’s judgement of its 
effectiveness.  These ITP scores (based on individual correlation coefficients) for 
each participant were strongly correlated with accuracy of SJT performance i.e.  
participants who rated response options as being more effective, where these 
response options had themselves been independently rated as high in trait saturation, 
tended to get higher overall SJT scores.   
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There is an alternative interpretation.  It is possible that response options that are 
highly ‘trait’ saturated are also more discriminable as ‘effective’ options to subject 
matter experts who may recognise the importance of being agreeable, or showing 
leadership (extraversion), or being conscientious.  In this case the ITP scores may be 
reflecting the salience of these response options (for the situations presented) to the 
participants.  The magnitude of the correlations between participant personality traits 
with both ITP scores and overall SJT accuracy tended to be low leaving this 
alternative interpretation as a possibility.  However, Motowidlo et. al. (2006b) argue 
that the ITPs should be considered as implicit measures of personality traits which 
might not be expected to correlate highly with explicit self-reported measures of 
personality trait.  Implicit measures, like the use of ITPs to mediate SJT 
performance, may actually tap different constructs to those measured when a 
participant responds to the explicit statements made in a personality assessment 
(Motowidlo et. al., 2006b).  And it is possible for ITPs to be more idiosyncratic than 
a personality trait score might suggest as they may be more highly conditional 
depending on the specific experiences that have shaped them for any given 
individual.  Motowidlo et. al. (2006b) therefore developed SJT item situations that 
were designed to be saturated in specific traits with response options expressing high 
or low levels of each trait of interest.  They found support for the role of ITPs based 
on agreeableness in SJT performance and (interestingly given our focus on 
assessment centres earlier in this review) in role-playing simulations, however more 
equivocal results were obtained for ITPs based on conscientiousness and 
extraversion.     
Motowidlo & Beier (2010) extended ITP theory to include the role of cognitive 
ability and were more specific about how procedural knowledge can be made up 
from a combination of ITPs and specific job knowledge (Figure 2-2).  One clear 
difference from the model presented in Figure 2-1 above is that the effects of 
personality and cognitive ability on job performance are completely mediated by 
ITPs and/or knowledge.  This is an important aspect of mediated cognitive models.  
It allows the interpretation of the situation to play a major role in determining output 
performance and shifts the focus in assessment terms into how to represent two 
things: 
a. personal experience and the way it is acquired and represented in schemata 
(e.g. Schank & Abelson, 1977) or ITPs; 
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b. how the structure and content of the situation interacts with these schemata 
or ITPs during the process of completing a task. 
It is argued here that ITP theory provides a compelling account of how ITPs 
may form but does not account for actual performance in situations given 
inconsistencies in the power of ITPs to predict performance in Motowidlo et. al.’s 
studies (2006a; 2006b).  What is therefore needed is an alternative theoretical 
account of how a situation presented in a simulation is interpreted and used by 
participants making use of the ITPs or schemata that they bring into an assessment 
situation. 
Figure 2-2 
Role of ITPs in mediating SJT performance 
 
Note.  Adapted from Motowidlo & Beier (2010). 
 
2.6 Cognitive moderators of simulation performance 
Cognitive situation models and their associated measurement paradigms and 
theories offer a rich alternative source of explaining how people deal with events in 
the real world.  However, cognitive processes have been relatively neglected as a 
source for models and research paradigms to account for performance in assessment 
simulations.  In the past this may have been due to the specialised nature of cognitive 
research and its relatively narrow application in applied contexts.  However, event 
cognition theory (Radvansky & Zacks, 2014) now encompasses the study of how 
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people deal with written, filmed and real situations and has a much broader 
application than just accounting for laboratory-based research results.   
2.6.1 The role of cognitive situation models 
Gessner & Klimoski (2006) argue that a re-evaluation of simulations is 
needed. They assume that participants are always applying sense-making to an 
assessment situation.  As part of this argument they place more emphasis on the 
importance of the format and task-demands of the actual situations used (as well as 
the overall assessment situation facing participants as considered in the ATIC 
model).  In their view current work has not unravelled the constructs that are actually 
measured, and more attention needs to be paid to situational-demands and sense-
making of participants in order to achieve this.  They also indicate that the scoring 
methods in use today, which rely heavily on a consensual definition of a ‘correct’ 
nominal response (Block & Block, 1981 cited in Melchers et. al., 2012), will need to 
be replaced with more sophisticated scoring approaches in order to define ‘correct’ 
idiographic (defined by a selection of sub-decisions) responses.  Williamson, 
Mislevy & Bejar (2006) review how very sophisticated scoring algorithms or rubrics 
have been developed to score complex decision-making and judgement in areas like 
accountancy, architecture and medicine.  No research has been found into the use of 
similar techniques for use in SJTs or assessment centres.  However, the problem with 
‘sense-making’ per se as an overall explanatory construct is that it is ill-defined and 
could quite easily be construed as yet another ‘trait’ in a similar way to constructs 
like ‘judgement’ and ‘practical intelligence’.  The ATIC model discussed above 
provides an example of how ‘sense-making’ could be operationalized when it comes 
to the overall assessment situation within which SJTs or assessment centres are 
presented.  So when a participant tries to figure out what criteria are being used in an 
assessment they are conducting a form of sense-making, the advantage of the ATIC 
model is that a specific moderating construct is used to define this.   
If we now turn to the situations embedded in simulations and consider how 
sense-making could be operationalized at this level we find a gap in the psychometric 
literature.  The theories reviewed in earlier sections all reference the importance of 
knowledge and its organisation but tend to rely heavily on the role of distal 
personality traits and cognitive ability in shaping ITPs or knowledge structures 
without explaining how these are used in order to shape behaviour in simulations or 
real situations.   
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Alongside ITP and other theories from the psychometric tradition, parallel 
research into cognition has developed theories about how people comprehend, 
evaluate, respond to and learn from situations.  Radvansky and Zacks (2011) 
summarise recent progress in addressing how people develop and use event and 
cognitive situation models during the interpretation of written narrative material, 
films and behaviour in real situations.  This approach proposes that people deal with 
situations by forming a representation of the situation as it emerges and then use this 
representation in order to direct behaviour or to perform ‘what if’ analysis of possible 
interpretations or outcomes.  Individual differences (Gernsbacher, Varner, Faust, 
1990; Radvansky & Copeland, 2004) in the processes of comprehension, encoding, 
manipulation and recall of the events that form a coherent situation model might 
therefore be expected to determine at least some of the performance variability in 
simulations like SJTs and assessment centres.  This account assumes that participants 
faced with simulations first develop and then elaborate their cognitive model of the 
situation as they complete each task.  So when forming responses to assessment 
centre exercises or when making situation judgements they would use their 
developing cognitive situation model to perform ‘what if’ evaluations of response 
options by creating cognitive ‘mental simulations’ of the consequences of selecting 
each option (Radvansky & Zacks, 2011).  It will therefore be expected that 
behaviours will reflect a strong situational component in addition to latent factors 
representing cognitive ability or personality trait dimensions. 
In order to investigate the relative explanatory power of these different 
models of how participants deal with situations in assessment simulations I will use 
an innovative methodology developed by Ployhart (2006).  He proposed that 
‘Predictor Response Process Models’ (PRPM) be built to test specific hypotheses 
regarding how individual differences arise when dealing with complex situations.  A 
PRPM assumes that the ultimate response to any assessment item, for example a 
situational judgement, results from a series of linked cognitive operations including 
(a) comprehension, (b) retrieval of information, (c) judgement formation and (d) 
response selection.  All of these cognitive operations are in turn affected by various 
‘contaminants’ (variables affecting performance that are not of interest to the 
assessment), the latent individual differences that the assessment is designed to 
target, and the participant’s motivation to perform (and perhaps fake) well.  The 
advantage of developing a PRPM approach is that several latent traits can be 
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introduced simultaneously in order to investigate their relative importance as the 
situation is subjected to processes of comprehension,  judgement about the selection 
of the most appropriate response, recognition of events that happened and 
interpretation of what is happening in the situation.  Figure 2-3 illustrates how a 
PRPM defines the use of cognitive situation models by participants. 
Figure 2-3 
Cognitive processes in a SJT 
   
Note. The PRPM consists of a series of tasks identified with the cognitive processes 
that are hypothesised to be involved in SJT item completion, these processes have 
been extended to include both situation comprehension and memory tasks, cognitive 
situation models are assumed to moderate SJT performance.  
Research Question 3: To what extent do participants make use of implicit trait 
policies v. cognitive situation models when dealing with a SJT? 
I tested predictions based on the use of implicit trait policies v. cognitive 
situation models within an overall PRPM approach (Ployhart, 2006).  This involved 
examining correlates with additional trait-based measures and modelling the latent 
factors underlying performance in the comprehension, situational judgement and 
event recognition tasks forming the PRPM to see if they were compatible with the 
use of implicit trait policies or the formation of cognitive situation models by 
participants. 
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2.6.2 The formation and use of cognitive situation models 
Cognitive situation models can be characterised as a derivative of cognitive 
schema theories in the tradition of Bartlett’s schema theory (1932), Schank and 
Abelson’s script theory (1977) and Zwaan and Radvansky’s (1998) theory of how 
situation models underlie linguistic comprehension.  Event cognition theory traces its 
origins back to research into language comprehension by Zwaan and Radvansky 
(1998).  Zwaan and Radvansky hypothesised that participants pay attention to and 
index events in memory where they signify particular types of information, usually 
associated with a transition or change in a narrative.  The types of dimensions that 
are most significant are changes in the protagonists, their intentionality, causality, 
time and space (Therriault & Rinck, 2006).  A number of studies have examined the 
relative importance of these dimensions and the event-indexing model originally 
proposed by Zwaan, Langston & Graesser (1995), for example Therriault, Rinck & 
Zwaan (2006) found that protagonist and time information was strongly associated 
with the formation and use of situation models by participants reading text.  
Magliano, Taylor & Kim (2005) found that situation change judgements made by 
participants correlated with goal changes (intentionality) amongst important 
characters in motion pictures.  This finding is important as it indicates that the use of 
situation models is not confined to reading text.  Gernsbacher et. al (1990) examining 
individual differences in comprehension found that that relative skill levels 
generalised across different media and found evidence that one common problem 
was the failure to develop adequate cognitive representations of the situation perhaps 
because inappropriate information was not effectively suppressed.  Radvansky and 
Copeland (2001) established that cognitive situation model formation is independent 
of a working memory explanation (as measured using series of working span tasks) 
and conjectured that it is the understanding of how to process and manipulate 
situational representations rather than cognitive efficiency that is important.  
Radvansky and Copeland (2004) contrasted the performance of individuals operating 
at the surface (e.g. the physical level of exact words), at the textbase (how words can 
be syntactically rearranged to express the same thing) and at the situational level of 
understanding (where completely different expressions can refer to the same 
underlying meaning).  They argued that working span tests often operate at the 
surface or textbase levels.  Radvansky and Copeland adapted a method first 
developed by Schmalhofer and Glavanov (1986) to characterise the level to which 
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participants had processed text.  In this method after the passage of text was 
withdrawn participants were presented with memory probe items generated from the 
original text as verbatim statements, paraphrased statements, inferences that could be 
made based on the meaning of the text, or incorrect statements (which bore neither a 
textual nor a semantic relationship to the original text).  A signal detection analysis 
then contrasted the detection of each type of probe in pairs to characterise 
performance as operating at the surface level (measured as a higher hit rate for 
verbatims v. paraphases), the textbase level (a higher hit rate for paraphrases v. 
inferences) and the situation level (a higher hit rate of inferences v. incorrect 
statements).  Radvansky and Copeland’s results supported their hypothesis, measures 
of cognitive efficiency correlated with performance at the surface or textbase levels 
not at the situation level.   
In parallel to this work Kurby and Zacks (2008) developed event 
segmentation theory which describes how people automatically pick up cues to 
changes in their environment specifically to predict whether their ongoing behaviour 
is still appropriate or whether new contingencies apply and behaviour therefore needs 
to be modified.  In their paradigm people are simply asked to read text or observe a 
motion picture and to indicate when ‘natural’ events start or stop, they found a high 
degree of agreement regarding these points and also found that these discontinuities 
related to processes of comprehension and memory.  The link between event 
segmentation and event indexing (or representation) accounts of how people deal 
with complex situations is summarised by Radvansky and Zacks (2011).  In 
particular it is in processes of cognitive situation model updating that individual 
differences may become most apparent, four such processes are described in 
increasing order of likely complexity: 
a. Model creation from initial event segmentation and development of the 
situation model; 
b. Model elaboration as new information (from events) is incorporated into 
the existing situation model; 
c. Model transformation as new information forces a change in the situation 
model as protagonists, their intentionality, time, space or causality changes; 
d. Model blending as alternative situation models are combined when it is 
realised that they form part of the same situation model. 
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The implication of the event cognition model is that when accounting for 
performance in work simulations, measurement should consider individual 
differences in the formation and use of situation models in addition to cognitive 
ability and trait-based (FFM) predispositions.  My final research question led to use 
of methodologies that have developed for detecting the use of cognitive situation 
models in order to explore their role in mediating performance in assessment 
simulations. 
Research Question 4: How is knowledge about the situations in simulations 
represented and used by participants? 
I applied a transfer of training paradigm (Grossman & Salas, 2011) to explore 
how cognitive situation models are formed and used by participants when dealing 
with two different SJTs.  The nature of the representation of knowledge about the 
situations was also examined as was its inter-relationship to performance alongside 
that of participant competencies and personality traits. 
2.7 Critical Evaluation of the Literature 
In this section I summarise my evaluation of the limitations of the literature 
reviewed in this chapter before describing my conclusions regarding the advantages 
of applying cognitive situation models as an explanatory mechanism in this field. 
 My first observation about the literature is that Wernimont & Campbells’ 
(1968) prediction that the measurement of samples of behaviour would be likely to 
out-perform the measurement of signs of behaviour has apparently not been 
substantiated.  For example meta-analyses of the predictive validity of overall 
participant scores in assessment centres and SJTs against job performance criteria 
return effect sizes at a moderate level (Gaugler et. al. (1987); Hermelin et. al. (2007); 
McDaniel et. al. (2007)) and show low levels of incremental validity (Meriac et. al. 
(2008); McDaniel et. al., 2007) over predictions based on measures of cognitive 
ability and personality.  At first sight this might suggest that Wernimont & Campbell 
(1968) were unduly optimistic when they predicted “for long-term gains and the 
eventual understanding of job performance, focusing on the measurement of 
behavior would almost certainly pay a higher return on investment” (p.376).  
However this conclusion must be tempered by considering some of the limitations in 
the nature of the research evidence that is available.  I will discuss these problems 
before returning to a closer examination of what Wernimont & Campbell were 
actually saying which I think is still instructive for future research in this field! 
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 I will start with the assessment centre literature reviewed earlier.  A major 
underlying theme in the literature has concerned how participant performance can be 
characterised as showing evidence of cross-situational consistency v. situational 
specificity e.g. Bowler & Woehr (2006).  However, when one considers the actual 
design of the assessment centres that are typically combined in meta-analyses the 
following problems emerge: 
a. the actual content of the situations varies as they will likely have been 
constructed or selected using critical incident or job analysis unique to that 
organization; 
b. the actual situations that participants are asked to deal with will typically 
be conflated with different methods e.g. even if several group exercises are 
used they are unlikely to make use of the same nominal situational content; 
c. the dimensions of interest which determine the measures taken will be 
unique to an organization or at least to a competency framework (if a generic 
one is used across assessment centres); 
d. the behaviours that are recorded and used as evidence for the dimensional 
measures may vary depending on the judgement of assessment centre 
designers and almost certainly will vary across different exercise types in the 
same assessment centre; 
e. the way dimensional measures are combined and interpreted will vary with 
organization and final weightings may be further subject to internal social 
pressures as consensus is reached between assessors (Dewberry & Jordan, 
2006). 
 
I believe that the implication of this is that the research evidence from 
assessment centres must be treated with a high degree of caution when making 
inferences concerning the degree to which behaviour and performance is 
predominantly driven by predispositions or traits v. situations.  Indeed there does not 
appear to be clear definition in the literature of what a situation in an assessment 
centre actually consists of.  One of the benefits of applying event cognition theory 
(Radvansky & Zacks, 2014) is that it places emphasis on the definition of the 
situation both in a nominal and a psychological sense.  Lievens et. al. (2009) in 
recognising the need for a reappraisal of what assessment centres measure 
specifically recommends the re-design of assessment centre exercises to get over this 
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limitation.  Given the ingrained nature of assessment centres in practice, and their 
specificity of purpose within organizations, this will take time and it may be that the 
evidence based on applied assessment centres will always be subject to this 
limitation. 
This variety within specific assessment centre designs has also forced 
researchers seeking more general conclusions to apply categories of the dimensions 
(e.g. Arthur et. al., 2003) and the exercise types (e.g. Spychalski et. al., 1997) in 
order to collate the research evidence in a form suitable for meta-analysis.  Although 
experienced researchers can reach agreement on how to categorise dimensions and 
exercise types this leads to a further major problem concerning the nature of the 
performance that is being measured.  This can best be illustrated by reference to 
Table 2-7 below which juxtaposes the general assessment centre dimensional 
measures identified by Arthur et. al. (2003) with Bartram’s (2005) great eight 
competencies.  I am using Bartram’s model here as it explicitly outlines a criterion-
centric view of the performance domain based on a systematic analysis of behaviours 
across occupations.  Comparing dimensions with the great eight competencies 
illustrates that a general model of performance does not appear to have been 
consistently applied in the categorisation of assessment centre measures.  For 
example, Arthur et. al.s’ (2003) ‘Problem Solving’ dimension appears to combine 
elements of both ‘analysing & interpreting’ and ‘creating & conceptualising’ and 
lacks a general dimension linked to ‘adapting and coping’ in Bartram’s (2005) 
model.  The implication is that unless a general model of performance is developed 
and applied it will always be difficult to interpret specific assessment centre outputs 
and potentially misleading to combine these in meta-analyses. 
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Table 2-7 
Categories of dimensions used in assessment centres and the great eight 
competencies 
 
Dimension Definition (adapted from Arthur 
et. al., 2003) 
The ‘Great Eight’ 
Competencies (Bartram, 2005) 
Problem Solving Gathering data systematically; effective 
analysis; generation and selection of 
supportable options; applying innovative 
solutions 
Analysing & Interpreting; Creating & 
Conceptualizing 
Influencing Others Persuading others; acting based on own 
convictions 
Leading & Deciding 
Organising & 
Planning 
Arranging work and resources 
systematically to meet task demands; 
anticipating the future 
Organizing & Executing 
Communication Conveying oral and written information; 
responding to questions and challenges 
Interacting & Presenting 
Consideration/ 
Awareness of 
Others 
Considering the feelings and needs of 
others; awareness of impact of decisions 
across organisations 
Supporting & Cooperating 
Drive Maintaining high activity levels; setting 
and achieving high standards; expressing 
desire to advance to higher levels 
Enterprising & Performing 
  Adapting & Coping 
 
Another problem with the evidence from the assessment centre literature 
concerns the specific nature of the experience as it affects participants.  Most if not 
all assessment centres represent a class of high stakes meta-situations for participants 
as they generally represent competitions in order to obtain or keep a job or to 
progress in a career (Gessner & Klimoski, 2006).  Although rarely mentioned in the 
literature, assessment centres differ from other forms of assessment in the extent to 
which participants have to read and rapidly assimilate role-playing and other 
information before they actually engage (and exhibit behaviours) in the exercises that 
are used.  On top of these pressures the actual experience for any given participant is 
unlikely to be standardised as their behaviour and performance will be affected by 
that of other participants, role players and assessors.  For example, if one or several 
participant(s) manage to dominate a group exercise the contribution (and opportunity 
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for assessors to measure the behaviours) of other participants will be suppressed.  
Although this may be the (design) point of the assessment centre these kinds of 
effects are likely to influence correlations between measures of distal traits and 
behaviours measured in the assessment centre and may explain why cognitive ability 
(to aid rapid assimilation of materials) and extraversion (willingness to push oneself 
forward) often correlate more highly with assessment centre performance (Meriac et. 
al., 2008; Collins et. al., 2003).  Hence the meta-situation may act to distort or 
suppress evidence concerning the constructs underlying behaviour against those that 
might have been obtained in more typical situations. 
In my view the SJT research literature also suffers from similar limitations to 
those affecting the assessment centre literature, and also has some unique problems.  
Like assessment centres SJTs are generally developed for specific purposes by 
organizations seeking efficiencies in making talent management decisions.  I have 
already commented earlier in this review on how SJTs tend to make use of overall 
scores which effectively hide the contribution of any specific dimensional measures 
based on types of response options.  Like assessment centres, SJT dimensions 
measured are confounded with the situations used.  Finally, SJTs are also likely to be 
completed as part of a high stakes assessment though conditions are more 
standardised and less obviously competitive.  This all adds up to a similar type of 
problem in combining SJT results for the purposes of meta-analysis in order to 
examine the constructs that are being measured, one may be comparing apples and 
pears, and this has again forced researchers to apply classification approaches to try 
and characterise patterns in the research literature (e.g. Christian et. al., 2010). 
Unlike assessment centres SJTs tend to make use of a specific criterion of 
performance based on the response options chosen by participants.  The pattern of 
response options is typically scored against the pattern chosen by subject matter 
experts, though other variants of scoring rubric are used.  This can lead to a number 
of other limitations.  As (again) a consistent performance model is not used the 
scoring methods may be affected by specific organizational norms and values of 
subject matter experts, the skill with which designers have identified possible 
response options for subject matter experts to choose between, and the salience of the 
language and concepts used in the SJT options.  This variety of SJT design is likely 
to introduce ‘noise’ into the measures provided from operational SJTs which may act 
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to distort relationships with other constructs from that which may apply in typical 
situations. 
Several researchers make the explicit assumption that procedural knowledge 
underlies or can be identified with SJT performance (Motowidlo et. al. 2006a; 
McDaniel et. al., 2006; Weekley & Ployhart, 2005; Bergman et. al., 2006).  The basis 
for this assumption appears to be based on logic, and the evidence for this 
assumption appears fragmentary and contradictory, no longitudinal or experimental 
studies tracing the development and application of this knowledge are evident in the 
literature. 
Attempts to account for assessment centre and SJT performance with 
reference to interactionist or moderator latent variables offer some promise precisely 
because they address issues of situational specificity (in the trait activation model as 
used by Lievens et. al., 2006), participant interpretation of the meta-situation (in the 
ATIC model e.g. Melchers et. al, 2012), and specific interactions of predispositions 
and knowledge (in the ITP model of Motowidlo & Beier, 2010).  These approaches 
therefore, in their own unique ways, address problems identified above with the 
general research literature regarding performance in simulations.  However, these 
models generally fail to address how the content of situations affects behaviour, or 
continue to rely on the activation of trait-based behaviours based on the Big Five 
model without exploring alternative ways in which participants might interpret and 
classify situations.  The advantage of introducing event cognition theory and the use 
of cognitive situation models is that these directly address how the structure and 
content of situations might influence participant understanding of situations.  The 
limitation of event cognition theory at this time is that there is no research literature 
linking predispositions in personality to event cognition, and only a little evidence 
(Radvansky & Copeland, 2004) linking the role of cognitive ability (operationalised 
as working memory span) to cognitive situation model formation.  Event cognition 
theory also has some way to go in order to rationalise and explain how a cognitive 
situation or experience model might be applied in order to choose or generate a 
response (Radvansky & Zacks, 2014).  Therefore, at the moment, a range of the 
interactionist models reviewed in the literature hold promise, each has unique 
strengths, and each has some way to go to fully account for performance in high and 
low fidelity simulations.   
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2.8 Overall Conclusions 
The first major advantage of considering how situations are interpreted, 
represented and manipulated is that it provides a richer explanation about how people 
deal with complex sequences of events encountered in simulations and by extension 
in real work situations.  Individual differences can be represented and measured by 
the accuracy with which events are comprehended and remembered through the 
mediated use of a valid cognitive situation model.  Cognitive ability or efficiency and 
the degree to which traits predispose participants to interpret and to be able to deal 
with the situational demands placed upon them may therefore be mediated by the 
interpretation and representation of the situation.   
A second major advantage of an account based on how people interpret and 
represent a situation is that it may help to provide an explanation for the construct 
problems that arise when performance in work simulations is measured.  The 
‘exercise effect’ in assessment centre research (Sackett & Dreher, 1982) in this 
account may partially be mediated by the influence of cognitive situation models on 
behaviour. If formation of a valid cognitive situation model mediates effective 
performance then this may explain why several nominally unrelated competencies 
(or dimensions) will work well together and therefore exhibit apparent situational-
specificity rather than cross-situational consistency.   
In a similar way the formation of cognitive situation models may help explain 
construct issues arising with SJTs. For example, the effect of response instructions 
on how SJT correlates with other traits (McDaniel et. al., 2007) may be partially 
mediated by a change in the cognitive situation model that is developed.  With 
knowledge-based response instructions the cognitive situation model might be built 
with a ‘high performer’ as the principal protagonist while the participant is an 
‘observer’. On the other hand behavioural-based response instructions might place 
the participant as the central protagonist of the cognitive situation and therefore help 
explain some of the observed correlations with cognitive ability and personality 
traits.  The mediating effect of cognitive situation models therefore can be used to 
provide explanations for some of the construct ‘problems’ that are observed with 
assessment simulations. 
The third advantage of introducing cognitive mediated or interactionist 
models is that they may provide a way to improve the criterion validity and level of 
prediction of assessment simulations.  The total incremental criterion validity of 
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assessment centres or SJTs, though significant, is generally lower than the total level 
of prediction provided by a combination of a cognitive ability test and the full FFM 
personality inventory (Meriac et. al., 2008; McDaniel et. al., 2007).  Adding new and 
innovative measures based on the process and the depth of interpreting, using and 
remembering the situation might help to develop psychometric models for 
simulations with both higher construct and predictive validity. 
The final advantage is that modern interactionist theory, like that proposed 
for the use of cognitive situation models, helps explain and represent individual 
differences as a combination of idiographic and nomothetic latent factors.  This 
contributes to a richer and more general explanation of performance in a similar way 
to that proposed for other recent reconciliations between nomothetic trait-based 
personality theory and idiographic situationally determined behaviour (Cervone, 
2008; Hampson, 2012).  The challenge facing modern psychometrics is in how it can 
use these re-appraisals of individual differences to adapt and develop more valid and 
more powerful measures to predict and explain performance at work. 
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Chapter 3 
Methodology 
3.1 Introduction 
The research methodology describes the rationale for the methods and 
measurements I used in the four studies comprising this thesis. The aim of this 
chapter is to summarise the logic underlying the design of each study in order to 
address the broad research questions and the theoretical positions described in the 
literature review.  My focus in this chapter is to describe how the four studies are 
linked with respect to the following methodological components: 
e. Logic used to identify latent variables underlying observed performance, 
primarily making use of structural equation modelling (Joreskog & Sorbom, 
1999); 
f. Development and use of scales measuring latent traits to examine how the 
results fit into a nomological network (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955); 
g. How the level of fidelity (Lievens & De Soete, 2012) and type of content and 
complexity (McDaniel et. al, 2006) of the situations impacted on observed 
performance; 
h. Performance measures used in the simulations and diagnostic measures of 
how cognitive situation models (Radvansky & Copeland, 2004) played a part 
in explaining participant behaviour. 
I have structured this chapter into six parts, I summarise the research questions, 
and summarise the studies, I then describe the rationale for each of four aspects of 
the methodological approach.  Where necessary, reference will be made to the 
broader research literature regarding the methods and the measurements used.  The 
continuities across the studies are described as well as discontinuities where the 
subsequent research design was influenced by the results found in each successive 
study.  
3.2 Research Questions Revisited 
I identified four research questions from the literature review with regard to the 
nature of the latent factors that affect how people perform when responding to tasks 
in high-fidelity simulations such as assessment centres and low-fidelity simulations 
such as situational judgement tests (SJT): 
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1. What is the appropriateness and explanatory power of interactionist models 
of assessment centre performance? 
2. How do situations and trait-based constructs co-vary in a low fidelity 
simulation? 
3. To what extent do participants make use of implicit trait policies v. 
cognitive situation models when dealing with a SJT? 
4. How is knowledge about the situations in simulations represented and used 
by participants? 
The review of the research literature concluded that an interactionist model 
(Hoffman, 2012; Lievens et.al., 2009) provides a powerful and fruitful theoretical 
approach when characterising the behaviour observed when people deal with 
simulations of work or other situations.  An interactionist approach assumes that 
person-centric latent variables (dimensions) and situation-specific latent variables 
both contribute to observed performance.  The review identified the emergence of 
models that share a broad assumption that individual differences in the 
interpretation of situations play an important part in accounting for observed 
behaviour (Motowidlo et.al, 2006a; Melchers et. al., 2012).  Finally the review 
identified the potential contribution that the formation of cognitive situation models 
(Zwaan & Radvansky, 1998; Radvansky & Zacks, 2011) could play in mediating 
individual differences arising from the interpretation of situations and the 
behavioural responses based on this interpretation.   
The four research studies reported in this thesis therefore represent a journey.  In 
study 1 I investigated the extent to which interactionist models versus  alternative 
dimensions-based and task-based models accounted for performance in assessment 
centres.  In studies 2, 3 and 4, I adapted the research methodology in order to bring to 
the fore the role of different latent variables in explaining observed individual 
differences in low fidelity simulation performance. In order to help infer the nature 
of these latent variables the content of the situations was systematically manipulated 
together with the processing demands (Ployhart, 2006) placed on participants. 
3.3 The Research Studies 
The research questions were addressed in the four studies summarised below: 
i. Study 1 – Latent variables underlying performance in assessment 
centres – relative contributions of individual difference traits and 
situational factors: this study made use of secondary data sourced 
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from two high-stakes assessment centres to explore competing models 
of the latent variables linked to participant behaviours; 
ii. Study 2 – Latent variables underlying performance in a Situational 
Judgement Test – relative contributions of individual difference traits 
and situational factors: a situational judgement paradigm was adapted 
to explore the relative contribution of situational content and 
participant-based (personality trait and competency) latent traits on 
situational judgement performance; 
iii. Study 3 – The relative influence of the situation and individual 
differences on the accuracy of encoding and recognizing events when 
making situational judgements: in line with the approach suggested by 
Ployhart (2006) the situational judgement paradigm was extended to 
measure and to model several predictor response processes 
(Tourangeau, Rips & Rasinski, 2000) including, in addition to 
situational judgement responses, measures of the accuracy of 
understanding and recognising the events taking place in each 
situation, as well as post-situation interpretations of their underlying 
causes.   
iv. Study 4 - The development and use of cognitive situation models and 
their impact on performance when making judgements about work 
simulations: participants were given practise in identifying correct 
situational judgements under cued and un-cued conditions intended to 
strengthen cognitive situation model formation, transfer of 
performance to a new situational judgement test was then measured in 
conjunction with diagnostic measures of the degree to which 
participants formed cognitive situation models. 
A summary of how the four studies made use of each of the methodological 
components to be described in the following sections is presented as Table 3-1 
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Table 3-1: Overview of the methodological components used in each study 
 
 Structural Equation Model 
Comparisons 
Measures used to relate 
study results to the 
Nomological Network 
Fidelity and content of 
situations 
Measures representing and 
diagnosing performance in 
situations 
Study 1 – Assessment 
centres (AC1 & 2) - high 
fidelity simulation 
1. Traits-Only Model 
(Dimension-based) v. 
2. Exercises-Only Model 
(Task-based) v. 
3. Correlated Traits & 
Exercises Model 
(Interactionist) 
4. Trait Activation Model 
(Lievens et. al., 2006) v. 
5. Task & Context 
Performance Model 
(Motowidlo et. al., 1997) 
Cognitive ability (numerical 
reasoning test); 
 
Personality Big Five Traits 
(Occupational Personality 
Questionnaire (OPQ)) 
High fidelity task-based 
immersive exercises 
comprising: 
AC1 Sales 
Representatatives: 
In tray 
Presentation 
Opportunity Plan 
New Customer Meeting 
Manager Meeting 
Difficult Customer Meeting 
Group Exercise 
AC2 Sales Managers: 
In Tray 
Customer Meeting & Debrief 
Account Review Interview 
Subordinate Telephone Call 
Group Exercise 
 
Competency behaviour ratings 
in each exercise: 
AC1 Sales 
Representatatives: 
Persuading & Influencing 
Analysing 
Planning & Organising 
Working with People 
Relating & Networking 
AC2 Sales Managers: 
Persuading & Networking 
Leading & Supervising 
Analysing, Conceptualising & 
Coping 
Achieving Work Goals & 
Adapting 
Working with People & 
Meeting Customer Needs 
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Table 3-1 (cont.): Overview of the methodological components used in each study 
 
 Structural Equation Model 
Comparisons 
Measures used to relate 
study results to the 
Nomological Network 
Fidelity and content of 
situations 
Measures representing and 
diagnosing performance in 
situations 
Study 2 – Situational 
Judgement Test –low 
fidelity simulation 
1, Situations Only 
2. Personality Traits Only 
3. Competencies Only 
4. Personality Traits & 
Correlated Situations 
5. Competencies & 
Correlated Situations 
6. Personality Traits, 
Competencies & Correlated 
Situations 
Personality Big Five Traits 
(Ten Item Personality 
Inventory (TIPI); Gosling, 
Rentfrow & Swann, 2003); 
 
Self-Assessed Competency 
Ratings: 
 Planning 
 Analysis 
 Relating 
 Persuading; 
 
Ratings of situations: 
 Experience 
 Comfort with. 
Very low fidelity academic 
situations – one line of 
description per situation: 
1. Deliver your work early; 
2. Present a lecture; 
3. Prepare an original 
research proposal; 
4. Report study group work; 
5. Fellow student is 
struggling; 
6. Complaints about quality 
of course; 
7. Checking a difficult piece 
of work; 
8. Helping to stop 
plagiarism. 
 
Competency-scored situational 
judgements: 
 Planning 
 Analysis 
 Relating 
 Persuading 
 
Personality-scored situational 
judgements: 
 Extraversion 
 Agreeableness 
 Conscientiousness 
 Openness 
 
Empirically-scored (relative to 
expert group) situational 
judgement accuracy 
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Table 3-1 (cont.): Overview of the methodological components used in each study 
 Structural Equation Model 
Comparisons 
Measures used to relate study 
results to the Nomological 
Network 
Fidelity and content of 
situations 
Measures representing and 
diagnosing performance in 
situations 
Study 3 – Predictor Response 
Process Model – low fidelity 
simulation 
Response Process Model: 
Single comprehension factor, 
situational judgement & event 
recognition 
 
Personality Big Five Traits 
(TIPI, Gosling et. al, 2003); 
 
Self-Assessed Competency 
Ratings: 
 Planning & 
Organising 
 Relating & 
Networking; 
 
Low fidelity academic 
situations – multiple events 
with transitions between 
personae, their goals, and 
causes in each narrative 
(Zacks, Speer & Reynolds, 
2009) – one paragraph of 
description per situation: 
1. You are asked to present 
your research; 
2. You have to complete a 
study with others; 
3. You are asked to support a 
petition; 
4. You are asked to support a 
departmental initiative 
Competency-scored situational 
judgements: 
 Planning & Organising 
 Relating & Networking 
 
Situation comprehension accuracy 
 
Event recognition accuracy 
“Conscientious” Event False 
Positives 
“Extraverted” Event False Positives 
 
“Conscientious” situation 
interpretation 
“Agreeable”  situation interpretation 
“Open”  situation interpretation 
“Extraverted” situation 
interpretation 
 
Empirically-scored (relative to 
expert group): 
1. Situational judgement accuracy 
2. Situational interpretation 
accuracy 
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Table 3-1 (cont.): Overview of the methodological components used in each study 
 Structural Equation Model 
Comparisons 
Measures used to relate 
study results to the 
Nomological Network 
Fidelity and content of 
situations 
Measures representing and 
diagnosing performance in 
situations 
Study 4 – Transfer of 
Training Model - low 
fidelity simulation 
N/A Personality Big Five Traits 
(TIPI, Gosling et. al, 2003); 
 
Self-Assessed Competency 
Ratings: 
 Persuasiveness 
 Planning & 
Organising 
 Strategic Thinking 
 
Low fidelity work situations 
– multiple events with 
multiple transitions between 
personae, their goals, and 
causes in each narrative 
(Zacks et. al., 2009) – one 
page of description per 
situation: 
 
Training Condition - 
Insurance Company: 
1. Preparing a new 
proposition; 
2. Getting the project back 
on track; 
3. Reporting on the success 
of the product 
 
Transfer Condition- 
Publishing Company: 
1. Pitching for consultancy 
work; 
2. Putting together the new 
solution; 
3. Moving to a new way of 
working 
 
Event Segmentation 
 
Competency-scored situational 
judgements (Practise SJT): 
 Persuading Choices 
 Planning Choices 
 Strategic Choices 
 
Competency-scored situational 
judgements (Transfer SJT): 
 Persuading Choices 
 Planning Choices 
 Strategic Choices 
 
Information Ordering Accuracy: 
 Persuading 
 Planning 
 Strategizing 
 
Situation event memory - signal 
detection analysis diagnostic 
result: 
 Surface Model 
 Textbase Model 
 Situation Model 
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3.4 Identifying Latent Variables using Structural Equation Modelling 
The research questions addressed in this research required an approach that 
developed explanatory models of participant performance in simulations, in 
particular theoretical, unobservable entities needed to be represented (Borsboom, 
2005).  Previous work in this area (Woehr, Meriac & Bowler, 2012) has used 
structural equation modelling (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1999) to create models of the 
latent variables hypothesised to account for observed measurements and then test 
these models for goodness of fit against the data collected in assessment centres 
(Bowler & Woehr, 2006) or from the use of situational judgement tests (Westring et. 
al, 2009).  Structural equation modelling was used in studies 1 to 3 in order to assess 
competing models ‘fit’ to the actual data collected.  Structural equation models are 
most useful when one or more formal models can be developed making use of the 
observed data with the following three caveats (Hayduk, 1987; Schumacker & 
Lomax, 2004) 
a. Models should be built to represent a ‘theory’ explaining the 
interrelationships between observed variables (the measures) and latent 
variables (the theoretical entities that are proposed to directly or indirectly 
interact to influence the observed variables); 
b. As structural equation modelling relies on the manipulation of variance-
covariance matrices it is sensitive to the scales of measurement used for 
observed variables and as parameters in output models are estimated it 
generally requires several hundred data points and therefore large participant 
samples; 
c. Several criteria are needed when determining the degree to which the 
hypothesised structural equation model fits the observed data including chi
2
, 
the Goodness of Fit index (GFI) and the Root Mean Square Residual Index 
(RMR) – these are measures of overall fit and should lie within 
conventionally agreed margins – while the parameters obtained from the 
model should also be significant and make sense in theoretical terms. 
In the studies contained in this thesis I used structural equation models to 
assess the degree to which the observed data sets conformed to models hypothesised 
to account for individual differences in performance in simulations.   
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In the high-fidelity simulations used in study 1 two datasets were analysed.  
High fidelity implies that the tasks performed and the situations presented were 
immersive and realistic from the participant’s point of view.  Each dataset was 
derived from high-stakes assessment centres in which the results determined the 
future careers of the participants (sales representatives, sales managers). In study 1 I 
compared the degree of fit of a dimension-based model, an exercise-based and an 
‘interactionist’ dimensions-and-exercises model.  The most appropriate model fitting 
the data based on assessment centre behavioural ratings was then extended using 
additional measures of cognitive ability and personality available for the participants.  
These two extended models were designed to test two alternative explanations of 
how people deal with situations.  The first model was based on trait activation theory 
(Tett & Burnett, 2003).  I used a method, originally developed by Lievens et. al. 
(2006), to identify the traits likely to be activated in different exercises.  I then tested 
the extent to which actual behaviour was consistent with a trait-activation model.  
The second model (Motowidlo et. al., 1997) classified performance into task-based 
and organization-based components and made the broad assumption that cognitive 
ability predicts task-based performance (like planning or analytical activities) more 
strongly, while personality traits predict organization-based performance (like 
interpersonal relationships) more strongly.  Both of these models examined how 
latent traits interact when participants deal with situations, questions which lie at the 
heart of the research questions in this thesis. 
In studies 2 and 3 the formal structure of dimensions v. exercises used in high 
fidelity simulations was re-created in the design of the situational judgement 
paradigms used to model performance.  In general terms, each of these studies 
accounted for performance by building models that examined the comparative 
variance attributable to situations (akin to exercises in an assessment centre) and 
traits (equivalent to dimensions) and their interaction.  There does not seem to have 
been much systematic work in the literature taking this approach (an exception is 
Westring et. al.’s (2009) work into approach v. avoidance motivation) and the closest 
parallels are found in attempts to factor analyse situational judgement tests (Schmitt 
& Chan, 2006).  However, the problem with modelling existing high- and low-
fidelity simulations is that they have been constructed to meet applied constraints and 
usually have unknown or unsystematic content and trait-relevance.  This problem is 
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acknowledged by all theorists working in this area whether they are advocates of 
dimension-based, task-based or interactionist models (Arthur, 2012). 
So in studies 2 and 3 all of the content used in the situations, and to form 
response items, was constructed to allow these to be classified with regard to specific 
traits (dimensions).  So, for example, in study 2 eight situations were presented and 
participants selected the extent to which they would deal with each situation using 
every response option.  Each response option was constructed to conform to different 
combinations of personality trait and competency relevance (Figure 3-1) so the 
structural equation models used in study 2 systematically addressed each source of 
possible variance in the ‘item’ level data (situation v. personality trait relevance v. 
competency relevance) in the models that were compared. 
In study 3 the internal structure of the response items was similarly 
constructed to align with specific traits while the participant performed several tasks 
in order to deal with each situation.  This enabled structural equation models to be 
built for each separate process or task.  In study 3 these tasks comprised situational 
judgements, comprehension, interpretation and event recognition.  More importantly, 
a full Predictor Response Process Model (PRPM) (Ployhart, 2006) was built to 
examine how each hypothesised cognitive process (identified with task demands) 
was structured with regard to the content to be dealt with i.e. how performance was 
shaped by situations, by trait relevance, and by their interaction.   
The results of structural equation modelling therefore helped to reveal the 
nature of the latent variables that underlie individual differences when dealing with 
simulations. 
73 
 
Figure 3-1: 
The structure of response items used across situations in study 2 
Situation 1 Situation 2 Situation 3 Situation 4 Situation 5 Situation 6 Situation 7 Situation 8
Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4
Plan & 
Organise
Relate & 
Network
Analysis
Persuade & 
Influence
Consientiousness Openness Agreeableness Extraversion
Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4
 
3.5 Locating latent traits in the nomological network 
The second major component of the methodology I used in this research was 
to apply a set of consistent measures of individual differences across all the studies.  
Two types of measures are used, personality traits and competencies. The rationale 
for using these two types of measures across the studies in this research is as follows: 
a. The Five Factor Model (Costa & McCrae, 1992) provides a well-
researched model of the latent variables that have been used in previous work 
on all the models of how individual differences affect performance in 
simulations (Motowildo et. al., 2006a; Lievens et. al., 2006; Lance et. al., 
2007; Klehe et. al. 2012) and this enabled predictions from these competing 
models to be used when hypothesis testing in the studies reported here. The 
use of personality traits therefore provides a means of locating the results of 
the studies in the wider nomological network (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955); 
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b. Competencies are less well represented in the academic literature partially 
because they have largely arisen to meet operational demands in occupations 
(Sparrow, 2005) and as a result have not evolved from a theoretical basis.  
However attempts have been made to produce consistent competency 
frameworks where each competency has a specific set of behavioural 
definitions and a known relationship to more fundamental latent traits 
including those in the Five Factor Model (Kurz & Bartram, 2002).  It was this 
latter approach that was used here, with specific competencies defined and 
measured using self-assessments completed by the participants, who also had 
to deal with material constructed to make use of compatible behaviours in the 
various tasks performed in the simulation part of the studies.  The design aim 
was to ensure that the content used had a specific definition, avoiding the 
criticism affecting much of the work in simulations that the ‘labels’ attached 
to dependent variables can mask a variety of possible interpretations of what 
is being measured (Arthur, 2012).  A second advantage was that the 
relationships between these competencies and personality traits were 
predicted from past work e.g. conscientiousness has been found to predict 
competency in planning behaviours (Bartram, 2005). 
In each of the low-fidelity studies the same measure of personality was used 
together with self-assessed competency scales relevant to the behaviours 
hypothesised to be required for task completion.  This meant that when analysing the 
behaviour of participants in dealing with the various simulations additional measures 
are available of these constructs.  This was important for two reasons: 
a. In order to test existing models including trait activation theory (Tett & 
Burnett, 2002) and the Implicit Trait Policy (ITP) model (Motowidlo et.al. 
2006a), separate measures of individual personality traits are required to 
supplement the measures collected from completing tasks in the simulations; 
b. The contribution of distal traits, such as personality, and assumed proximal 
behaviours based on competencies, was assessed when analysing simulation 
performance (Mount, Ilies & Johnson, 2006). 
3.6 Structure of situations 
The third methodological component used in these studies concerns the level 
of fidelity and the content of the situations used. 
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Fidelity refers to the degree to which task stimuli and response processes are 
representative of those in the ‘criterion’ domain (Lievens & De Soete, 2012).  In 
these studies the assessment centres were categorised as high fidelity simulations and 
the remaining studies as using low fidelity simulations in that all responses were 
emitted as response option decisions rather than as a range of open-ended 
behaviours.  However, within the low fidelity simulations used in studies 2 to 4 there 
was variation in fidelity with a progression in the complexity and specificity of the 
situation content that had to be assimilated, as well as variety in the range of 
response options that were used.  Specifically in study 2 situations were presented as 
one line scenarios while in study 4 each scenario was a much richer description of a 
situation broken into events. Similarly, study 3 extended the situational judgement 
paradigm so that participants were also required to indicate whether they understood 
the situation, could remember what happened and interpret why things happened. 
I have already made reference to how personality trait relevance and 
competency relevance of response options was manipulated in the situations in order 
to measure impact on performance.  In studies 3 and 4, where the design was aimed 
at examining the contribution of cognitive situation models (Zwaan & Radvansky, 
1998; Radvansky & Zacks, 2011) the actual situations themselves were characterised 
using active components hypothesised to be important in the formation and use of 
these situation models by participants.  Zwaan & Radvansky (1998) hypothesised 
that situations are comprehended and retrieved by encoding several significant event 
types, the salience of these dimensions will vary with the task to be performed.  
These event types include changes in space (where the action happens), time (when 
things happen), causation (what influences outcomes), intentionality (why people do 
things) and protagonists (who is involved).  Causation, intentionality and 
protagonists have been shown (Therriault & Rinck, 2006) to play a consistently 
important role in influencing the formation of cognitive situation models.  The 
situations used in studies 3 and 4 therefore made use of these event types when 
constructing scenarios,  
The other strand of work into the formation and use of cognitive situation 
models has concerned how people segment the discourse, descriptions and 
experience they have of situations into meaningful parts (Zacks et. al., 2009).  This 
model complements Zwaan & Radvansky (1998)’s focus on the significant 
dimensions that characterise situations (and the formation of situation models) and 
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extends it by considering the nature of the event transitions that flag when the 
existing situation model may need to be updated.  In study 4 event segmentation 
instructions, focussing on the different types of event types, were used to create the 
training manipulation with the rationale that if properly cued the process of event 
segmentation plays an important role in helping the formation of stronger and more 
transferable cognitive situation models. 
3.7 Performance Measures 
In the high-fidelity simulations post-exercise dimension ratings comprise the 
measures of performance entered into the structural equation models.  In studies 2 to 
4 a range of situational judgement scoring methods were used together with the 
collection of several other performance metrics for diagnostic purposes.  
All ratings of response options across the situational judgements used in 
studies 2 to 4 were behavioural tendency items by which participants indicated how 
they would most likely respond to each situation.  McDaniel et. al. (2003) found that 
behavioural tendency items had higher correlations with personality traits than did 
items with knowledge instructions.  As the studies reported here were assumed to 
represent low-stakes assessments for the participants it was decided that it was more 
important to maximise relationships between measures of situational performance 
and the latent traits of interest. 
The situational judgement paradigm provides a degree of flexibility in terms 
of scoring methods.  Bergman, Drasgow, Donovan, Henning & Juraska (2006) 
describe and illustrate a range of theoretical and empirical methods for scoring 
situational judgement tests and Motowidlo & Beier (2010) used different scoring 
methods to evaluate the relative contributions of job knowledge and implicit trait 
policies to job performance.  In studies 2 to 4 a construct-based approach to scoring 
situational judgements used keys constructed on the basis of the content of response 
options e.g. ‘planning’ situational judgement score was based on the total ratings 
given to all response options keyed as representing selection of a ‘planning’ 
competency.  In studies 2 and 3 an additional empirically-scored key was also used 
to represent an alternative ‘criterion’ for situational judgement accuracy.  In this case 
a group was identified as being representative of an ‘expert’ group. Their judgements 
were then used to determine the ‘correct’ response option in each situation.  Overall 
performance score was based on the total of ratings given to all response options 
designated as being ‘correct’ where they shared the consensus amongst the ‘expert’ 
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group.  In study 4, unlike studies 2 and 3, participants were trained and instructed to 
respond making use of specific types of response option and therefore the construct-
based and the ‘correct’ scoring methods were identical. 
Additional performance measures to situational judgements were used in 
studies 3 and 4 where the research design was amended to measure and model the 
potential impact of cognitive situation models as moderators of simulation 
performance.  In study 3 these additional performance measures comprised 
comprehension accuracy, event recognition accuracy and situation interpretation. In 
study 4 these additional measures included an event segmentation task and a post-
situation event recognition task specifically designed to diagnose the level of 
processing of the situation being used by participants (Schmalhofer & Glavanov, 
1986). 
In summary, four common methodological themes run through the studies 
described in the following chapters: the use of structural equation modelling to 
characterise and test alternative models;  the use of personality and competency 
measures to provide measures of distal latent traits and proximal behaviours distinct 
from performance in the simulations; a focus on the level of fidelity and the content 
of the situations as these are assumed to interact with the formation of cognitive 
situation models; and the use of a range of performance measures, alternative scoring 
metrics and diagnostic measures to help examine and make inferences about the 
nature of the latent variables influencing participant behaviour when dealing with 
simulations. 
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Chapter 4 
Study 1:  Latent variables underlying performance in 
assessment centres – relative contributions of individual 
difference traits and situational factors 
 
4.1 Introduction 
In study 1 I examined the appropriateness and the explanatory power of a range 
of models of the latent variables or constructs that might account for observed 
performance in high-fidelity simulations. In this study secondary data from two high-
stakes assessment centres, for sales representatives and for sales managers, was used 
to characterise and to examine alternative ways of representing the latent variables 
underlying observer ratings of participant performance across different situations.  
The construct validity issue addressed in this analysis focused on what assessment 
centres actually measure. As we saw in chapter 2 three competing explanations for 
the pattern of results recovered from assessment centres have emerged over the last 
30 years: 
 
d. traits underlie assessment centre performance, the exercise effect is due to 
design issues wheras acceptable levels of criterion validity confirm that 
the measures do adequately measure latent traits which generalise to work 
performance (Arthur et al, 2003); 
e. assessment centre exercises are the proper unit of measurement, 
behaviours are not determined by latent traits but by situationally specific 
task demands, exercises are therefore work sample tests (Jackson et al, 
2005); 
f. assessment centre results reflect the combined influence of specific latent 
traits (dimensions) and exercise-specific performance i.e. a mixed model 
is required to adequately characterise participant performance (Melchers 
et. al, 2012). 
In study1 I investigated the appropriateness of models of assessment centre 
performance based on these three broad theoretical approaches.  I then examined the 
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relative power of constructs based on cognitive ability and personality traits (Collins 
et. al., 2003; Hoeft and Schuler, 2001; Meriac et. al., 2008) in mediating this 
performance.  Specifically I contrasted two models that have been developed to 
account for the relationship of cognitive ability and personality to performance.  The 
first is the trait activation model reviewed in Chapter 2 (Lievens et. al., 2006) which 
proposes that enduring traits (like personality and cognitive ability) are activated by 
the characteristics or competency demands of situations to contribute to performance.  
So a participant who is stronger on a specific trait that is also required to deal with a 
situation will perform better.  The second model assumes that the observed 
relationships between cognitive ability and personality and exercise performance are 
based on task and contextual performance capabilities (Motowidlo et. al., 1997;  
Bergman et. al., 2008).  In this theory basic individual differences like cognitive 
ability and personality are expressed as characteristic adaptations or ways of dealing 
with new situations through a process of generalisation.  Task performance in this 
model is assumed to be a characteristic adaptation developed from the interaction 
between experience and basic capabilities like cognitive ability. This characteristic 
adaptation manifests itself as superior performance in situations due to more highly 
developed procedural knowledge (knowing what to do in situations) or declarative 
knowledge (knowing information and facts).  Contextual performance is based on the 
interaction between experience and non-cognitive capabilities like personality and 
develops into procedural and declarative knowledge often used to adapt to an 
organization and work with other people.  Unlike trait activation this model makes 
no specific predictions about which exercises will be most affected by task and 
contextual performance mediators, so it was assumed that cognitive ability and 
personality latent factors play a part in compatible types of performance in each 
exercise.  In this explanation participants who are stronger in a range of personality 
traits and cognitive ability will perform better as they will have developed a wider 
range of characteristic adaptations. 
This study therefore helps bridge the gap between multitrait-multimethod 
(MTMM) studies of assessment centre performance and mediation models that have 
developed from the nomological network.  To my knowledge the trait activation 
model has not been directly compared to the task and contextual performance model 
in helping to account for assessment centre performance.  Each makes different 
specific predictions about the relationship of cognitive ability and personality traits to 
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performance so they can be differentiated as explanations.  Each model describes 
very different mechanisms as to how more distal traits like cognitive ability and 
personality influence proximal behaviours measured in the assessment centre. 
4.2 Rationale & Study 1 Hypotheses 
Each broad theoretical approach provides different predictions about the 
pattern of results recovered from assessment centre measures expressed in the 
MTMM correlation matrix.  However, from the literature review in Chapter 2 
(Bowler and Woehr, 2006; Meriac et. al., 2008) interactionist models have 
consistently been found to represent assessment centre performance and I expected to 
replicate this here. 
  In the first part of study 1 I therefore used 3 broad types of structural 
equation model, specified a priori, in order to examine the extent to which data 
collected from two different assessment centres were consistent each of with three 
different theoretical explanations of participant performance.  It is important to 
establish which of these three broad theoretical explanations applies to assessment 
centre performance before attempting to explore the specific constructs that account 
for observed behaviours.  The first explanation assumes that candidates behave 
consistently across situations (Arthur, 2012 p110) because their performance in 
different assessment centre exercises is based on a common set of traits or 
behavioural dimensions (often labelled as competencies).  The second explanation 
assumes that performance and behaviours in assessment centres are primarily 
generated and shaped to deal with each specific exercise.  Lance et. al. (2004) and 
Jackson et. al. (2005) review evidence consistent with behaviour being situationally-
specific.  The third explanation assumes that candidate behaviour in assessment 
centre is accounted for by an element based on cross-situational consistent traits (or 
behavioural dimensions) and by an element based on situationally-specific 
behaviours arising as candidates deal with each exercise (Bower & Woehr, 2006).  I 
expected to replicate Bower & Woehr’s (2006) finding that an interactionist 
(behaviour is driven both by psychologically based cross-situational consistencies 
and by specific situational demands) explanation would best fit secondary data from 
two assessment centres.  
H1-1 It is hypothesised that interactionist models, where performance reflects both 
situational latent factors and competencies will exhibit a closer fit to the data from 
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these assessment centres, it is also expected that situational latent factors will 
dominate the contribution to performance variance over latent factors reflecting 
competencies. 
Having established the form of the best-fitting model (trait-based, 
situationally-specific or interactionist) for observed assessment centre performance I 
then used it to explore the contribution from latent traits based on measures of 
cognitive ability and personality available in the historical datasets used in this study.  
From the nomological evidence in the literature review both cognitive ability and 
personality traits have been associated with assessment centre performance (Hoeft & 
Schuler, 2001; Collins et al., 2003, Meriac et. al., 2007).  However, the studies 
completed to date that have explored the contribution of these ‘core’ psychological 
constructs (Lievens et. al.; 2006; Lance et. al. 2007) have not directly compared 
different explanations (or models) of how they contribute to observed assessment 
centre performance.  In the second part of study 1 I therefore made use of the 
measures of cognitive ability and personality to help understand how these constructs 
contribute to observed performance and behaviour in these assessment centres.  
Therefore in the second part of this study I contrasted two theoretical models – the 
trait-activation model (Lievens et. al., 2006) and the task and contextual performance 
model (Motowidlo et. al., 1997).  These two models provide different explanations 
for how cognitive ability and personality relate to assessment centre performance.  
Lievens et. al. (2006) assumes that enduring traits are activated by situationally 
specific cues. Motowidlo et. al. (1997) assumes that specific task and more general 
contextual performance, although derived from underling core traits, is more directly 
based on characteristic adaptations which might be identified as the procedural and 
declarative knowledge used to deal with situations.  Each model makes different 
predictions about the nature of the interaction between core traits and output 
behaviours.  However, both explanations assume that core traits will be associated 
with performance in situations leading to my second hypothesis. 
H1-2. It is hypothesised that cognitive ability and personality traits will co-vary with 
latent variables representing performance in the assessment centre situations.   
4.3 Method 
Study 1 was split into two parts.  In the first part four core models were 
developed and compared using stuctural equation modelling (LISREL VIII, Joreskog 
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& Sorbum, 1999), in these primary models only the dimensions (competencies 
required for the target job roles) and exercises used in each assessment centre were 
entered into each model to try and understand whether a dimension-based or an 
exercise-based model fits the data best.  These models represent different ways of 
representing the MTMM matrix in order to determine whether dimensions (traits), 
methods (situations) or their interaction accounted for observed performance on the 
assessment centre measures.   
 In the second part of the study two extended models were generated which 
made use of personality dimensions (conscientiousness, agreeableness, emotional 
stability, extraversion and openness) and a measure of cognitive ability that have 
been shown to correlate with assessment centre performance.  These measures of 
additional constructs were used to explore and help explain the influence of pre-
existing individual differences on participant performance in these assessment 
centres. 
4.3.1 Study 1 Design 
As secondary data from two different assessment centres were used in study 1 
this is a type of correlational design study using concurrent measures collected for 
each study participant during their attendance at the assessment that they attended.  
Each participant provided measures under all conditions (represented by exercises) 
within the assessment centre they attended.  Two types of dependent variables were 
collected.  The first type of dependent variable was based on the ratings of 
participant performance on the behavioural indicators for each competency 
dimension used in each exercise.  The second type of dependent variable used in this 
study consisted of standardised measures of cognitive ability and five personality 
traits.  The dependent variables are described in more detail in this section. 
Study 1 consists of two parallel and independent analyses of the dependent 
variables collected from each assessment centre.  The reason for this was to explore 
the generality of the results with two different samples of participants from two 
different types of job.  For each sample of participants the data collected from each 
assessment centre was analysed using a series of a priori structural equation models.  
A range of structural equation models were developed to represent the behaviour in 
each assessment centre and assessed for goodness of fit with the actual data.  Two 
distinct sets of models were generated in this way.  First a set of core models 
explicitly assumed a different form of operation of a set of latent variables (trait-
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based, situationally-specific or an interaction between traits and situations) on 
participant behaviour and its manifestation in the form of the dependent variables 
based on ratings of behavioural indicators.  Following this analysis the best-fitting 
core model was extended to represent two new latent variables (cognitive ability and 
personality).  These extended models were used to compare two different theoretical 
explanations of how basic traits like cognitive ability and personality might account 
for observed performance in the assessment centre as represented by ratings of 
behaviour indicators.  Again goodness of fit to the observed data was used to assess 
each of these extended structural equation models. 
4.3.2 Study Participants 
Secondary data was provided by a UK psychometric assessment company 
(SHL now CEB), from two high-stakes assessment centres they performed on behalf 
of a major information technology organization for the selection, for continued 
employment, of incumbent sales representatives and sales managers.   
Assessment centre 1: participants (N. 1482) were sales representatives working for 
the European arm of a multinational products and services company.  The 
demographic characteristics of the overall sample were as follows, demographic data 
was not available from some countries: 
 Gender 784 male (80%), 200 female (20%) (from 984 valid cases); 
 Age range 24 to 57, average age 38 years (from 574 valid cases). 
Assessment centre 2: participants (N. 362) were sales managers working for the 
European arm of a multinational products and services company.  The demographic 
characteristics of the sample used were not available across all countries, from the 
available data for the population used  the sample may be characterised as follows: 
 Gender – overwhelmingly male (out of 24 cases where gender was recorded 
100% were male); 
 Age Range – 28 to 57, average age 41 (out of 152 cases); 
 Education – 78% university graduates (out of 152 cases); 
 Managerial Experience – 60% had 5 or more years of managerial experience 
( out of 152 cases). 
4.3.3 Assessment centre design 
The assessment centres both consisted of a series of exercises linked into a 
day-in-the-life scenario, participant performance in each exercise was rated using a 
set of standardised competency dimensions by observers trained to look for evidence 
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of defined positive and negative behavioural indicators of each competency.  Table 
4-1 categorises the competency dimensions and the exercises used in each of the two 
assessment centres using the framework developed by Arthur et. al (2003) and 
Bowler and Woehr (2006).  This framework is used throughout study 1 and provides 
a link back to the literature in this area as this framework is the only consistent 
classification of assessment centre dimensions and exercises applied across several 
meta-analytic studies.  Table 4-2 describes the design of the sales representative 
assessment centre 1 and shows which competencies were used to measure 
performance in each exercise. Table 4-3 provides the corresponding detail for the 
design of the sales manager assessment centre 2. 
4.3.4 Assessment centre performance measures 
All final competency ratings on each dimension used in each assessment 
centre were made by using the five point scale in Table 4-4.  Ratings were decided 
following analysis of participant performance with reference to short-lists of positive 
and negative definitions of behaviours associated with each competency dimension.   
Detailed guidance was also given as to how each exercise was to be marked 
and marking guides prompted assessments of each behavioural indicator.  The 
overall dimension rating for an exercise was therefore based on the combination of 
several judgements about the degree to which a participant displayed performance 
against each of the behavioural indicators linked to that overall dimension.   
4.3.5 Cognitive ability measures 
In both assessment centres participant raw scores on the NMG 1 test were 
collected as a measure of cognitive ability.  NMG 1 (SHL, 2006) uses numerical 
reasoning items to assess cognitive ability. 
4.3.6 Personality trait measures 
Candidates also completed the ipsative version of the Occupational 
Personality Questionnaire which represents personality traits as 32 specific ‘narrow-
band’ dimensions (Bartram, Brown, Fleck, Inceoglu & Ward, 2006).  Estimates of 
the ‘Big Five’ superordinate traits (Costa & McCrea, 1992) were derived from the 
OPQ 32 scales using a procedure described in Bartram et. al. (2006).  Estimates of 
the ‘Big Five’ scales of extraversion, openness, emotional stability, agreeableness  
and conscientiousness were used in order to enable more direct comparison with 
studies where these ‘broad’ traits have been used in past research (see Chapter 2). 
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Table 4-4 
Assessment centre competency rating scale 
Rating  
 
5 
 
Evidence of strength in this competency demonstrated consistently across all 
behavioural indicators 
 
4 
 
Evidence of strength in this competency demonstrated across approximately more 
than half of the behavioural indicators 
 
3 
 
Evidence of strength across some of the behavioural indicators with minor areas of 
weakness or inconsistency 
 
2 
 
Evidence of weakness/less than acceptable performance across most of the 
behavioural indicators 
 
1 
 
Evidence of weakness/less than acceptable performance across all the behavioural 
indicators 
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Table 4-1 
Classification of the dimensions and exercises used in the assessment centres 
Dimension 
Classification  
AC 1 
Competencies 
AC 2 
Competencies 
Exercise 
Classification  
AC 1 
Exercises 
AC 2 
Exercises 
Communication   In-basket In tray In tray 
Influencing 
Others 
Persuading & Influencing 
(RM) 
Persuading & 
Networking (CD) 
Leading & 
Supervising (LM) 
Case 
Analysis 
  
Problem Solving Analysing (WM) Analysing, 
Conceptualising & 
Coping (MB) 
Presentation Presentation  
Organising & 
Planning 
Planning & Organising 
(FE) 
 Interview Opportunity Plan  
Drive  Achieving Work 
Goals & Adapting 
(WA) 
Role play New Customer 
Meeting 
Manager Meeting 
Difficult 
Customer 
Meeting 
Customer Meeting & 
Debrief 
Account Review 
Interview 
Subordinate Telephone 
Call 
Consideration/ 
Awareness of 
Others 
Working with People (CD) 
Relating & Networking 
(PC) 
Working with People 
& Meeting Customer 
Needs (PC) 
Leaderless 
Group 
Exercise 
Group Exercise Group Exercise 
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Table 4-2 
Design of assessment centre 1 (Sales Representatives) 
 
  
Competency Dimensions 
  Planning 
& 
Organising 
(FE) 
Relating & 
Networking 
(PC) 
Persuading 
& 
Influencing 
(RM) 
Analysing 
(WM) 
Working 
with 
People 
(CD) 
E
x
er
ci
se
s 
In tray X     
Presentation  X X X  
Opportunity 
Plan 
X   X  
New 
Customer 
Meeting 
 X X   
Manager 
Meeting 
 X   X 
Difficult 
Customer 
Meeting 
  X  X 
Group 
Exercise 
X    X 
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Table 4-3 
Design of assessment centre 2 (Sales Managers) 
 
  
Competency Dimensions 
  Persuading & 
Networking 
(CD) 
Leading & 
Supervising 
(LM) 
Analysing, 
Conceptualising & 
Coping (MB) 
Working 
with 
People & 
Meeting 
Customer 
Needs (PC) 
Achieving 
Work Goals 
& Adapting 
(WA) 
E
x
er
ci
se
s 
In tray   X X  
Customer 
Meeting & 
Debrief 
  
X 
  
X 
 
Account 
Review 
Interview 
 
X 
   
X 
 
X 
Subordinate 
Telephone 
Call 
 
 
 
X 
   
X 
Group 
Exercise 
 
X 
  
X 
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 4.4 Results 
4.4.1 Descriptive Statistics 
 Descriptive statistics for all of the measures used in the two assessment 
centres are presented in Appendix A.  Table A1-1 presents the mean and other 
descriptive statistics for the measures used in assessment centre 1; Table A1-2 
presents the descriptive statistics for the measures used in assessment centre 2. 
4.4.2 Correlation Coefficients 
 The correlation matrix amongst all the variables within each assessment 
centre is presented in Appendix A  in Table A1-3 for assessment centre 1 and Table 
A1-4 for assessment centre 2.  The correlation coefficients in each assessment centre 
were analysed to identify the pattern of MTMM relationships. 
4.4.3 Assessment centre 1 MTMM matrix 
For the sales representative assessment centre the average correlation 
coefficient across different dimensions within the same exercise (heterotrait, 
monomethod) was  .76, while the average coefficient within each dimension across 
different exercises (monotrait, heteromethod) was as shown in Table 4-5, the average 
correlation between “unrelated” (different exercise and different competency) ratings 
was .25.  This assessment centre therefore shows a strong ‘exercise’ effect as the 
correlations within competencies (traits) across exercises, whilst significantly related 
(average .27), lie close to the overall average correlation coefficient across unrelated 
ratings. The average correlation between the different competencies (traits) within an 
exercise represented an effect size that was several times higher.   
Although the coefficients were relatively small several of the additional measures 
also correlated significantly with performance in the exercises.  In particular higher 
levels of cognitive ability and extraversion consistently related to superior 
performance in the exercises in assessment centre 1. 
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Table 4-5 
Assessment centre 1 monotrait heteromethod coefficients 
Competency Dimension Average Pearson r across exercises 
Planning & Organising 0.26 
Relating & Networking 0.35 
Persuading & Influencing 0.29 
Analysing 0.18 
Working with People 0.29 
Note. All averaged correlation coefficients are significant at p<.01 (two-tailed), N. 
1482. 
4.4.4 Assessment centre 2 MTMM matrix 
In the sales manager assessment centre the average correlation coefficient 
across different dimensions within the same exercise (heterotrait, monomethod) was 
.54, while the average coefficient for each dimension across different exercises 
(overall average .27) was as shown in Table 4-6, the average for unrelated ratings 
was .17.  This assessment centre therefore shows a moderate ‘exercise’ effect.   
Several of the measures of individual differences in assessment centre 2 also 
correlated significantly with the performance ratings in specific exercises, effect 
sizes were generally low, the most consistent observation was that managers with 
lower levels of conscientiousness tended to obtain higher ratings. 
Table 4-6 
Assessment centre 2 monotrait heteromethod coefficients 
Competency Dimension Average Pearson r across exercises 
Analysing, Conceptualising & Coping .29 
Working with People & Meeting Customer 
Expectations 
.41 
Leading & Supervising .22 
Persuading & Networking .16 
Achieving Work Goals & Adapting .28 
Note. All averaged correlation coefficients are significant at p<.01 (two-tailed), N. 
362. 
4.4.5 Hypothesis Testing H1-1 
Four alternative models were generated to model the relationships between 
the traits and the exercises used in the assessment centres.  These competing models 
have been proposed to account for the relationship between the dimensions measured 
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by assessment centres and the exercises within which these dimensions are 
measured.  The core models used to test the first hypothesis are listed below: 
 Dimensions (traits) only - Correlated Traits, Zero Exercises (CT0E) is 
the traditional model for assessment centres which assumes that the 
dimensions measured in each exercise account for variation in 
participant performance; 
 Exercises Only – Correlated Exercises, Zero Traits (0TCE) assumes that 
the exercises (situations) account for variation in participant 
performance, dimensions are irrelevant as performance is determined 
situationally; 
 Correlated Dimensions (traits) and Correlated Exercises (CTCE) enter 
dimensions as primary predictors but explicitly assume that each 
exercise shares common error variance due to common situational 
demands on performance; 
 Correlated Exercises and Correlated Dimensions (traits) (CECT) enter 
exercises (situations) as primary predictors but explicitly assume that 
each dimension shares common error variance which influences 
participant performance. 
Hypothesis H-1 predicted that the CECT model will show the closest fit to 
the observed assessment centre data.  Closeness of fit was indicated by the size of the 
chi
2
 statistic, a smaller non-significant statistic indicates that the observed data is 
closely comparable to the model based on the covariances between all of the 
variables (measured and latent, their relationships, and their various errors).  In this 
study the criteria presented in Table 4-7 were used to determine that a hypothesised 
model had a good fit to the observed data and therefore represented a possible 
explanation for the latent variables that influence performance. 
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Table 4-7 
Criteria for assessing model goodness of fit 
Statistic Definition Threshold 
x
2
 Chi square statistic Chi square should not be much 
greater than 2 times the degrees 
of freedom (df) 
GFI Goodness of Fit Index >0.90 
AGFI Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index >0.90 
RMSEA Root mean square error of 
approximation 
<0.05 
NNFI Non-normed fit index >0.90 
SRMR Standardised root mean square 
residual 
<0.05 
Average R
2
 Average of multiple correlation 
coefficients against predicted 
measures 
Meaningful effect size i.e. 
above 5% 
 
The overall fit statistics for each of the core models assessed in study 1 are 
presented in Table 4-8.  In both assessment centres the CECT model had the closest 
fit to the observed data as predicted by the first hypothesis (H1-1).  Appendix B 
provides path diagrams for all the core structural equation models that could be 
compiled from this analysis. 
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Table 4-8 
Core assessment centre MTMM structural equation models 
 
Model x
2
 df GFI AGFI RMSEA NNFI SRMR Ave. R
2
 
Assessment 
Centre 1 
        
Traits Only 
(CT0E) 
3034.6 67 0.69 0.51 0.22 0.53 0.17 .35 
Exercises Only 
(0TCE) 
96.6 57 0.99 0.97 0.027 0.99 0.014 .76* 
Correlated Traits 
& Exercises 
(CTCE) 
208.05 59 0.97 0.95 0.052 0.98 0.047 .27 
Correlated 
Exercises & 
Traits (CECT) 
62.45 44 0.99 0.98 0.021 1.0 0.013 .76* 
Assessment 
Centre 2 
        
Traits Only 
(CT0E) 
375.57 34 .80 .61 0.19 .50 0.17 N/A*** 
Exercises Only 
(0TCE) 
62.07 34 .96 .92 0.056 .96 0.056 N/A*** 
Correlated Traits 
& Exercises 
(CTCE) 
52.06 27 .96 .91 0.06 .95 0.085 N/A*** 
Correlated 
Exercises & 
Traits (CECT) 
34.3 27 .98 .94 0.032 .98 0.041 .59 
 
Note. Fit statistics for each of the core models used in assessment centre 1 (sales 
representatives) and assessment centre 2 (sales managers): GFI = Goodness-of-Fit 
Index; AGFI = Adjusted GFI; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; 
NNFI = Non normed Fit Index; SRMR = standardised root mean square residual 
(poorly fitting models are shaded).  Average R2 is average of multiple correlation 
coefficients (squared loading of each latent variable on each observed variable) and 
represents an estimate of the overall variance explained 
*Excluding In Tray Exercise as only one path from the latent to the observed 
variable was available 
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***Model had problems with several R
2
 calculated as lying above 1 due to poor fit to 
the observed data. 
4.4.6 Hypothesis Testing H1-2 
 To assess the second hypothesis measures of cognitive ability and personality 
were used with the CECT model in order to determine whether they covaried with 
the latent variables representing performance in the assessment centre situations.   
Two extended models were used to examine the relationship between cognitive 
ability, personality and performance in the assessment centre: 
 Trait activation model (Lievens et. al., 2006); 
 Task and contextual performance model (Motowidlo et. al., 1997). 
  Trait Activation Model 
The CECT Model shows participant performance as being primarily 
influenced by latent factors representing the task demands in each situation.  To test 
each extended model specific expected relationships between each exercise 
(situation) and cognitive ability and personality were modelled.  The relationships in 
the trait-activation model are based on the traits that are expected to be activated to 
meet the demands in each exercise as identified in the Lievens et. al. (2006) analysis.  
Expected path relationships, if the trait activation model is appropriate, are shown in 
Table 4-9, these predictions apply across both assessment centres.  The mapping of 
the specific exercise used in each assessment centre to exercise type in Table 4-9 is 
as shown in Table 4-1.  In addition it was assumed here that cognitive ability would 
be related to any exercise where the analysing competency was measured, this 
assumption was based on findings in the literature (Bartram, 2005).  
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Table 4-9 
General Trait Activation Model for assessment centres 
 E A C N O 
Exercise      
Case Analysis   X   
Competitive LGD X X X X (-) X 
Cooperative LGD X X X  X 
In-basket   X   
Oral Presentation   X   
Role Play X X  X (-)  
Note: E = extraversion, A = agreeableness, C = conscientiousness, N = neuroticism 
(emotional stability), O = openness. 
 
The resulting extended trait-activation model for assessment centre 1 (Figure 
4-1) had a poor degree of fit (Table 4-10) and little additional variance was added 
when the cognitive and personality measures were added into the model and related 
to the exercise-based latent traits based on the core CECT model. 
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Table 4-10 
Extended assessment centre MTMM structural equation models 
   
Model x
2
 df GFI AGFI RMSEA NNFI SRMR Ave R
2 
Assessment Centre 1         
Trait activation model 
- CECT with g/Big 5 
as Exercise predictors 
1168.21 131 0.86 0.77 0.11 0.85 0.14 .13* 
Task/Context 
Performance model -  
Correlated Exercises 
(CECT) with g/Big 5 
predictors  
317.9 143 0.96 0.93 0.043 0.97 0.047 .33* 
Assessment Centre 2         
Trait activation model 
- CECT with g/Big 5 
as Exercise predictors 
231.71 88 .91 .84 0.079 .82 0.095 .12* 
Task/Context 
Performance model -  
Correlated Exercises 
(CECT) with g/Big 5 
predictors  
176.05 101 .93 .89 0.053 .92 0.067 N/A** 
 
Note. Fit statistics for each of the extended models used in assessment centre 1 (sales 
representatives) and assessment centre 2 (sales managers): GFI = Goodness-of-Fit 
Index; AGFI = Adjusted GFI; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; 
NNFI = Non normed Fit Index; SRMR = standardised root mean square residual 
(poorly fitting models are shaded).  R2 is average of multiple correlation coefficients 
(squared loading of each latent variable on each observed variable) and represents an 
estimate of the overall variance explained. 
*Additional variance attributed to cognitive & personality latent trait measures over 
core CECT model 
**Model had problems with several R
2
 calculated as above 1 due to poor fit to the 
observed data. 
Table 4-11 indicates that many of the predicted relationships between latent 
traits entered into the trait-activation model using the cognitive ability and 
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personality measures and the exercise-based latent variables were significant but the 
overall trait activation model does not fit the observed results in assessment centre 1.  
Table 4-11 
Assessment centre 1 Trait Activation path analysis 
 
Exercises Individual Differences Significance 
In tray Cognitive Ability p<.05 
 Conscientiousness p<.05 
Presentation Conscientiousness p<.05 
Opportunity Plan Cognitive Ability p<.05 
 Conscientiousness p<.05 
New Customer Meeting Extraversion p<.05 
 Emotional Stability p<.05 
 Agreeableness n.s. 
Manager Meeting Extraversion p<.05 
 Emotional Stability p<.05 
 Agreeableness p<.05 
Difficult Customer Meeting Extraversion p<.05 
 Emotional Stability p<.05 
 Agreeableness n.s. 
Group Exercise Extraversion p<.05 
 Openness n.s. 
 Agreeableness n.s. 
 Conscientiousness n.s. 
 
The trait activation model also did not show a close fit to the sales manager 
data (Table 4-10) and did not account for additional variance.  Most of the 
predictedrelationships in the model (Figure 4-2) were not significant (Table 4-12). 
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Figure 4-1 
Sales representative Trait Activation model for exercises 
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Table 4-12 
Assessment centre 2 Trait Activation path analysis 
Exercises Individual Differences Significance 
In tray Cognitive Ability p<.05 
 Conscientiousness n.s. 
Customer Meeting & Debrief Extraversion n.s. 
 Emotional Stability n.s. 
 Agreeableness n.s. 
Account Review Interview Extraversion p<.05 
 Emotional Stability p<.05 
 Agreeableness n.s. 
Subordinate Telephone Call Extraversion p<.05 
 Emotional Stability p<.05 
 Agreeableness n.s. 
Group Exercise Extraversion p<.05 
 Openness n.s. 
 Agreeableness n.s. 
 Conscientiousness n.s. 
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Figure 4-2 
Sales manager Trait Activation model for exercises 
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Task and Context performance model 
In this part of the analysis the CECT Model was extended so that cognitive 
and personality predictors were mediated by whether they contributed to task or 
contextual performance.  The extended task and contextual performance model that 
is generated for sales representatives in assessment centre 1 (Figure 4-3) provides a 
close fit to the data (Table 4-10) and successfully accounts for a greater share of the 
variance, however none of the personality trait-based contextual relationships to the 
exercise factors are significant indicating that only task performance mediated by 
cognitive ability influenced actual performance on the exercises.
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Figure 4-3 
Sales representative Task and Contextual Performance Model 
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Figure 4-4 
Sales manager Task and Contextual Performance Model 
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The task and contextual performance model (Figure 4-4) did not fit the 
observed data for the sales managers in assessment centre 2 (Table 4-10) and none of 
the predicted relationships between the latent task and context variables significantly 
predicted the latent exercise variables. 
H1-2 is therefore only partially supported as neither of the trait activation 
models, and only one of the task and contextual performance models, showed a 
significant fit to the assessment centre performance data.  Only cognitive ability 
significantly predicted the latent situational or exercise-based performance factors in 
the extended CECT task and contextual performance model for assessment centre 1. 
4.7 Discussion 
 In study 1 my aim was to examine the appropriateness and the explanatory 
power of a range of models of the latent variables or constructs that might account 
for observed performance in high-fidelity simulations.  This study therefore 
examined the relative influence of latent factors in explaining performance in two 
high-stakes operational assessment centres from one organization.  I used structural 
equation models to contrast the relative influence of the situations (exercises or 
methods) and traits (competency dimensions) in determining performance.   
The model that fitted the observed data most closely, and consistently, was as 
predicted an interactionist correlated exercises, correlated traits (CECT) model in 
which performance in each assessment centre was driven primarily by the degree to 
which participants could deal with each exercise.  Models in which competencies 
were defined as the origin of the primary latent variables driving performance did not 
fit observed results.  This is consistent with the general conclusion emerging from 
the MTMM literature reviewed in Chapter 2 (Bower & Woehr, 2006; Meriac et. al., 
2007; Lievens et. al., 2009, Hoffman, 2012) that assessment centre performance 
represents an interaction between exercise or situation-specific factors and more 
general trait or cross-situational traits or competencies.  It is apparent from inspection 
of the MTMM correlation coefficient matrices that the magnitude of the ‘exercise 
effect’ varied across the two assessment centres, and the cross-situational 
dimensional correlations also varied.  Again this has been observed in the past 
research and is often ascribed to methodological variations as well as to real 
differences (Arthur & Villado, 2008).  The two assessment centres reported here did 
vary in design however the measurement methods used were consistent so it is 
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possible that the differences in cross-situational dimensional correlations represent 
real differences within the participant samples used.  Inspection of the variance 
explained by the core structural equation models indicates that variation due to latent 
factors linked to exercise performance far outweighed that due to dimensional or trait 
variation.  Also it is noteworthy that estimates of the absolute level of performance 
variation due to exercise-based latent factors differed across the two assessment 
centres.  Bowler & Woehr (2006) estimated the relative variation of generic 
dimensional and exercise-based factors in their meta-analysis (see Table 2-3 in 
Chapter 2) and found significant variation.  When the dimensions and exercises used 
in the assessment centres in this study are mapped to the classification scheme 
adapted by Bowler & Woehr (2006) from Arthur et. al. (2003) it is apparent that the 
elements of each assessment centre varied (Table 4-1).  For example, only the sales 
representative assessment centre made use of the presentation and interview exercise 
types.  And the two assessment centres also varied in the generic categories of 
dimension identified by Bowler & Woehr (2006).  The sales representatives only 
were assessed on organising and planning and the sales managers only on drive. 
These differences may be part of the explanation as to why there are observed 
differences in variation due to exercise-based versus dimension-based latent factors.  
Certainly it shows the importance of mapping design characteristics onto a common 
framework in the research literature to help identify which constructs are actually 
being measured in any specific case (Arthur, 2012). 
The core CECT model was then extended to assess how additional measures 
of cognitive ability and personality may have mediated performance in the 
assessment centres.  Two extended models based on trait-activation (Tett & Burnett, 
2003) or task and contextual performance (Motowildo et al., 1997) were contrasted.  
Two path models were used to characterise how individual differences played a part 
in observed performance in each assessment centre.   
The trait-activation model (Tett & Burnett, 2003; Lievens et. al., 2006; 
Lievens et. al., 2009) assumes that the situation places ‘competency demands’ on a 
person so that their basic capacities and predispositions become harnessed to meet 
performance demands.  The trait-activation model failed to account for the observed 
performance in these assessment centres.  This of course could be due to a number of 
reasons, for example, the models used may not have accurately modelled the actual 
competency demands that were generated in the assessment centres, or the high-
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stakes nature of the assessment suppressed trait activation as competency demands 
were very specific, and maximal rather than typical behaviour was exhibited 
suppressing the influence of personality traits. 
The second model tested was based on the hypothesised contribution of 
individual differences to task and contextual performance (Motowildo et .al., 1997).  
The task and contextual performance model, although it showed a good fit to the 
sales representative assessment centre 1 results, did not consistently account for the 
effect of individual differences on observed performance across the other assessment 
centre. Furthermore, none of the predicted relationships between personality traits 
and assessment centre performance factors in the path model were significant in the 
single model that did fit the results.   
Although the extended models did not account for assessment centre 
performance on the latent factors it was observed that individual differences did play 
a part in explaining the results.  There was some evidence in the correlation 
coefficient matrices that cognitive ability in particular, and one or two of the 
personality dimensions in some cases, were associated with improved dimension 
ratings in some exercises.  
The result of study 1 has two major implications.  First it confirms that a 
model in which performance results as an interaction between participant 
capabilities and situations is more appropriate.  Secondly, it indicates that existing 
interactionist models in which constructs are based on, or heavily influenced by 
cognitive ability and personality, do not appear to be sufficiently powerful to explain 
the nature of this interaction.  It may therefore be concluded from these studies that 
performance is primarily situationally determined, so that behavioural competence 
assessments from within one situation do not necessarily generalise to other 
situations, even when individual differences are taken into account. 
Assessment centres are high fidelity simulations which place participants in 
conditions representing the real situations they will or do face at work.  It is therefore 
a major problem if the measures taken, which are usually competency measures, do 
not in fact generalise across situations inside the assessment centre itself.  This 
lowers confidence in the extent to which measures taken in assessment centres will 
generalise to real situations.  The apparent paradox is that assessment centre results 
do predict work performance, though their incremental validity over other predictors 
is significant but not high.  In the past this paradox was taken as a sign that the 
107 
 
‘exercise effect’ is purely an artefact of the use of ratings where even trained 
observers using controlled and objectively defined behavioural indicators succumb to 
a ‘halo’ effect when assessing performance in exercises.  However, if assessment 
centre performance is represented by dimensions, usually identified as competencies, 
and these are not in fact being measured accurately in assessment centres then they 
should not be used to label, nor be used as the basis for making talent management 
decisions about participants. 
There is, however, another way of interpreting what has been happening: 
a. Assessment centre results have generally been validated and are in practice 
applied using overall assessment ratings which confound dimensional or 
trait measures with exercise or situational performance; 
b. Participants who succeed (or fail) at an assessment centre task are in fact 
harnessing (or not) their behaviours in a way that means it is difficult to 
detect specific strengths and weaknesses in specific behavioural areas, in 
other words observers’ ratings are not subject to a ‘halo’ effect but they are 
accurately observing behaviours (Lievens, 2002), and the ‘exercise effect’ is 
reflecting the individual’s performance at dealing with the goals set in the 
situation.  However the moderaters of this performance are difficult to 
detect from the data available. 
           If we accept the assumption that the analysis of operational assessment centres 
results is unlikely to provide the basis for disentangling the various issues identified 
above how do we move on from this position? 
Assessment centres are expensive to organise and by definition are usually 
not open to manipulation for research purposes.  Low-stakes research assessment 
centres have been used to address some of the questions that arise (Lievens, 2002).  
However this approach will always be subject to limitations given the range of 
situations and traits that can be combined and manipulated.  In assessment centres 
‘items’ comprise the individual ratings of behaviours that are keyed against specific 
dimensions of performance.  However the same nominally defined ‘items’ are 
difficult to collect in a standardised way across situations,  as each of these 
situations,  may make very different task demands on participants.    
One method of disentangling the effects of methods versus situations is to 
keep the method constant while the situation is altered.  Situational judgement tests 
(SJTs) are a form of simulation that provides a means of achieving this aim.  SJTs 
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can be developed as low fidelity simulations with the same formal MTMM structure 
as used in an assessment centre (Westring et. al., 2009).  A SJT consists of a series of 
situations against which several questions are asked, forming the items.  By 
constructing a situational judgement test with a range of items keyed against several 
latent traits and applying items from each trait across different situations, it might be 
expected that a similar structure of responses would be recovered as is found for an 
assessment centre.  In study 2 I therefore turned to the use of a low fidelity 
simulation in order to investigate the influence of situations, individual differences 
and their interaction on simulation performance. 
4.8 Summary 
In study 1 I replicated Bower & Woehr’s (2006) finding that participant 
behaviour in assessment centres is influenced by both situational-specific latent 
factors (arising from the task demands in each exercise) and cross-situational latent 
factors that may have a trait or behavioural origin.  Consistent with Lance et. al. 
(2004) situational-specific latent factors were stronger than ‘trait’ factors in 
determining performance as represented by ratings of behavioural indicators keyed 
against specific competencies.  However, the degree to which situational-specificity 
and cross-situational latent factors influenced performance varied between the two 
assessment centre samples in the study and I speculated that the weaker influence of 
situational-specific factors in the sales manager group over that amongst sales 
representatives may represent a real difference due to the nature of the managerial 
role and the importance of showing greater consistency across situations in this role.  
This interpretation is consistent with that of Arthur (2012) who argues for a greater 
concentration on the meaning and context of the behavioural constructs when 
considering evidence about assessment centre construct validity.  
Having established that an interactionist model best represented the 
secondary assessment centre results I contrasted two explanatory models of human 
performance in dealing with situations.  These models have not been directly 
compared before in this way.  A model based on trait activation theory (Tett & 
Burnett, 2003) and operationalized in the past by Haaland & Christiansen (2002) and 
Lievens et. al (2006)  for use with assessment centre data did not fit the data from 
either assessment centre.  The implication of this result is that the specific personality 
traits and cognitive ability of the participants in the samples used here do not appear 
to be differentially harnessed to face the ‘competency demands’ of the situations 
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(exercises) they faced in each assessment centre.  The second model that was 
applied, Motowidlo et. al.’s (1997) task and context performance model, showed an 
overall fit to the data from the sales representative but not the sales manager 
assessment centre.  Furthermore, specific predictions about the greater impact of 
personality traits on ‘contextual’ performance were not supported when the detail of 
the best fitting model was examined.  Overall these results imply that although an 
interaction between latent factors with a ‘trait’ origin and latent factors representing 
situational-specific task demands accounted for participant behaviour, the specific 
influence of specific latent ‘trait’ factors based on cognitive ability and ‘Big Five’ 
personality did not provide a consistent account of the form of this interaction. 
The overall argument I am developing in this thesis is that we need to start to 
take more account of how participants develop and use a psychological model of 
situations when they deal with the real world (Reis, 2008; Melchers et. al., 2012).  
This means that we should stop ignoring the rather inconvenient (but consistent) 
finding that behaviour in assessment centres is not solely nor even primarily 
determined by basic ‘traits’ or by (assumed) cross-situational consistent 
competencies we apply in psychometrics theory and practice.  However, assessment 
centre data is a difficult place to start if we want to understand how people construe, 
represent and use information about situations as situations are fully confounded with 
the actual measures collected.  And the measures that are collected in assessment 
centres are based on existing trait-based and behavioural constructs and do not 
explicitly consider how participants might represent situations.  In the remainder of 
this thesis I will therefore turn to the use of methods that attempt to start to tease 
apart the influence of the psychological situation, specific behaviours and ‘trait’ 
factors. 
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Chapter 5 
Study 2:  Latent variables underlying performance in a 
Situational Judgement Test – relative contributions of 
individual difference traits and situational factors 
5.1 Introduction 
In study 2 I used a low fidelity simulation based on a Situational Judgement 
Test (SJT) to explore the nature and interaction of the constructs that help to explain 
performance when people are faced with different situations.  The major difference 
from the high fidelity assessment centre simulations in study 1 (and a limitation on 
the generalizability of the results) was that participants made situational judgements, 
usually by choosing a point on a rating scale, as opposed to being rated by assessors.  
Clearly the behaviour being assessed here is very different from the continuous 
stream of behaviour that is emitted when participants actually deal with real 
situations.  However, this trade-off was accepted under the rationale that improved 
clarity will better inform us about the nature of constructs and how these interact to 
influence performance in simulations. 
In chapter 2 the literature on SJTs was reviewed.  There we saw several 
parallels between high fidelity simulations such as assessment centres and low 
fidelity simulations such as SJTs.  Both types of simulations have moderate levels of 
criterion validity, but their incremental validity is relatively low when co-variance 
shared with personality and cognitive ability measures is partialled out.  SJTs are 
often scored using an overall accuracy score, similar to the overall score used to 
summarise assessment centre performance, without regard to differences in the 
constructs actually measured (Christian et. al., 2010).  SJTs also share construct 
validity issues with other forms of simulation like assessment centres, in other words 
they work but we are not completely sure what they are measuring (Ployhart, 2006).  
In particular the internal factor structure of SJTs is often not clear and this may be 
because the dimensions used to construct the SJTs are themselves multi-dimensional. 
As a result previous studies have sought to explain SJT performance with reference 
to unitary concepts like practical intelligence (Stemler & Sternberg, 2006) or a 
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general judgement construct (Schmitt & Chan, 2006).  McDaniel et. al. (2006) 
contend that SJTs are methods and they will therefore correlate with a range of other 
individual difference measures depending on the actual content and form of response 
instructions that are used.  In line with this McDaniel et. al. (2007) found evidence of 
consistent inter-correlations between overall SJT scores, cognitive ability and some 
personality traits.  There is also some consensus that SJTs assess procedural 
knowledge (McDaniel et. al., 2006; Motowidlo et. al, 2006a, 2006b) and that 
participants with higher levels of cognitive ability and compatible personality traits 
will be more likely to have developed (or be better attuned to evaluating) ways of 
dealing with novel situations.  Motowidlo & Beier (2010) articulated a specific 
theory in which participants develop implicit trait policies (ITPs) or general beliefs 
about the best way to deal with situations compatible with their personality traits, and 
it is the use of these ITPs that may mediate correlations of personality traits with SJT 
scores.  This model is similar in part to the task and performance model (Motowidlo 
et. al., 1997) I used to examine assessment centre performance in study 1. 
My aim in study 2 was therefore to explore how situations and trait-based 
constructs co-vary in this low fidelity simulation.  In order to address the construct 
validity of this form of simulation I developed a pilot SJT instrument specifically for 
this research.  This instrument contained situations from higher education settings as 
it was expected that the participants used would have more experience with these 
situations.  I adapted the SJT paradigm developed by Westring et. al. (2009).  The 
instrument comprised situations (corresponding to ‘exercises’) fully crossed with 
response options representing different competencies (corresponding to dimensions).  
I believe this is the first time that this paradigm which formally models a multitrait-
multimethod (MTMM) structure of situations against traits has been used with 
content representative of that used in an applied work context.  Westring et. al. 
(2009) assessed goal orientation traits that might be expected to have a high 
situationally determined state component. The ‘traits’ or dimensions used in study 2 
have been chosen to be more representative of those applied in work-based 
competency frameworks (Sparrow, 2005).  Competencies are defined as capabilities, 
based on an individual’s skills, knowledge and personality traits, for performing 
specific types of work activities, and which can be defined by measures of specific 
behaviours (Kurz & Bartram, 2002; Nikolaou, 2003).  These ‘proximal’ 
competencies are linked in the research literature to ‘distal’ personality traits 
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(Bartram, 2005; Jansen et. al., 2011) in the Five Factor Model.  These relationships 
are exploited in the first part of study 2 in order to develop a richer understanding of 
the relative influence of situations, traits and their interaction on performance in this 
SJT. The items representing competencies were therefore explicitly linked to 
personality traits in a crossed design so that I could estimate parameters for 
‘situations’, competency dimensions, and underlying personality traits in the 
structural equation models that were built.  Figure 5-1 shows the hypothesised model 
for the SJT used in study 2. 
 
Figure 5-1 
Hypothesised model of situations, competency dimensions and personality traits 
Situation 1 Situation 2 Situation 3 Situation 4 Situation 5 Situation 6 Situation 7 Situation 8
Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4
Plan & 
Organise
Relate & 
Network
Analysis
Persuade & 
Influence
Consientiousness Openness Agreeableness Extraversion
Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4
 In the second part of study 2 additional measures of competency, personality 
and situation experience were used to examine relationships with scales derived from 
the SJT representing the competency and personality trait dimensions in Figure 5-1.  
The aim here was to help locate the SJT into the nomological network of constructs 
reviewed in chapter 2 and therefore to explore individual difference antecedents that 
might explain observed SJT performance.  McDaniel et. al. (2001) amongst others 
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found a significant albeit weak correlation between experience and situational 
judgement performance, so I collected information about participant familiarity with 
the situations used.  A rating of how comfortable participants’ felt in dealing with the 
situations was also introduced as it might be expected that situations which activate 
personality traits held by the participant and/or make use of stronger competencies 
would correlate positively with a perception of comfort in dealing with the situation. 
In the final part of study 2 SJT scales were calculated to reflect perceived 
accuracy.  The rationale for this step was that the situations and the best way to 
respond to these might be perceived by participants using different criteria to those 
designed into the response options (Melchers et. al., 2012).  There are three main 
approaches to defining a scoring key for a set of situational judgement items, 
empirical keying, rational (using expert judgement) keying and construct or 
theoretical keying (Weekley, Ployhart & Holtz, 2006). Construct keying was applied 
in the second part of study 2 where the content of the response options was used to 
assign SJT scores as being indicative of a competency or personality trait.  A hybrid 
rational-empirical approach was used to define the ‘accuracy’ of the response options 
in the final part of study 2, and therefore to select one response option as being 
‘correct’ or best for each situation.  This enabled a common benchmark to be defined 
for SJT performance based on group consensus against which participant 
performance could be measured.  For the purposes of study 2 this provided an 
alternative scoring benchmark to those based on the construct keyed scales used in 
the earlier part of the study.  The additional individual difference measures collected 
were then correlated with the accuracy scores for the SJT to examine how this 
benchmark related to the nomological net. 
I will therefore report study 2 in three parts as follows: 
 Study 2A made use of structural equation models to investigate the relative 
influence of situations and response option content on situational judgement 
item selection; 
 Study 2B assessed the degree to which individual differences in situation 
experience, perceived ease of dealing with situations, personality trait and 
competency contributed to the selection of different types of construct-keyed 
response options based on competency and personality trait content; 
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 Study 2C examined how individual differences co-varied with response 
accuracy where correct responses are defined by a benchmark derived from a 
hybrid rational-empirical method of assessing group consensus. 
5-2 Study 2A – The structure of situations and dimensions at item level in a 
Situational Judgement Test 
Study 2A adapted an approach developed by Westring et. al. (2009) to model 
the contributions of the situation and trait components of SJT items in accounting for 
performance.  Using this approach a series of structural equation models were built 
to partial out the unique variance contribution of the situation from that due to the 
competency dimensions and personality trait content forming the response items.  
Each SJT item consisted of a short description of an academic situation followed by 
four response options, each of which was rated by participants.  The response option 
components of the items were constructed making use of four defined competencies 
(taken from the 20 occupationally based competency definitions in SHL’s Universal 
Competency Framework (Bartram, 2012)), with items also written to conform with 
different personality definitions (drawn from four of the Big Five personality traits, 
excluding emotional control (Costa & McCrea, 1992)).   
5.2.1 Rationale & Study 2A Hypothesis 
Westring et. al. (2009) found that when they applied a fully crossed situations 
against dimensions design in a SJT that situational variance dominated responses 
over dimensional variance in a similar way to the way that exercise variance is 
dominant in assessment centres as we again found in study 1.  This would be 
expected if the interpretation of situations by participants plays an important part in 
determining the responses they make over and above the influence of the specific 
traits or behavioural competencies that the participants might possess.  It was 
therefore hypothesised that as this SJT was formally structured with a fully crossed 
design of situations against dimensions (see Figure 5-1) a similar result would apply.  
The hypothesis to be tested in study 2A is therefore as follows: 
H 2-1: Variance in SJT item responses will be predominantly influenced by 
situations with some residual influence due to competency and personality trait 
dimensions. 
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5.2.2 Study 2A Method 
Study 2A Design  
Study 2A applied a correlational design making use of concurrent measures 
in which the dependent variables were the ratings given to each possible response 
option for each situational judgement item.  A fully crossed design was used where 
response options representing specific combinations of personality trait and 
behavioural competency appeared in every situation.  This meant that situations were 
not confounded with different types of response option and enabled the variance 
attributable to situations to be partialled out from that attributable to personality traits 
and competencies. 
Participants 
A total of 974 participants contributed completed online questionnaires 
containing the SJT and the related self-assessments used in study 2.  Most of the 
participants self-selected themselves to complete the questionnaire from a link 
available on an internet site used as a source of information and practise on 
psychometric assessments for jobs.  Approximately 100 of the sample were 
University of Surrey psychology students who were distributed with the link to the 
questionnaire of which 60% completed the questionnaire in return for course credits.  
The questionnaires were completed between March 2010 and March 2011. 
Gender: 54% (524) of the respondents were female, 42% (412) were male and 4% 
(38) declined to reveal their gender. 
Age: of the 679 participants who responded to this question 73% were aged between 
18 and 30 years, the mode was 22 years, participants ranged from 15 to 73 years old 
however less than 2% of the sample in total were younger than 18 or older than 60 
years of age. 
Language: 72% (700) spoke English as their first language, most respondents 
originated from UK-based internet addresses but some were from North America, 
Australia and other English-speaking countries; 24 % (236) did not have English as 
their first language; 2% (15) indicated that they preferred not to say if English was or 
was not their first language and 2% (23) declined to answer this question.  An 
analysis of the item inter-correlations was conducted on the main group of English 
speakers and no differences were found between this group and the whole sample so 
no participants were removed from the results reported below. 
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University experience: as academic situations typical of what might be found in 
higher education were used in the questionnaire the level of university experience 
was assessed.  51% (496) of the sample indicated that they were at a university or 
equivalent institution; 30% (292) indicated that they had attended university within 
the last 5 years and 17% (165) had attended university within the last 10 years.  
Online Questionnaire 
The online questionnaire was constructed and distributed using 
Surveymonkey.com.  Relevant parts of the questionnaire are presented in Appendix 
C.   The questionnaire consisted of 5 main sections as follows: 
 demographic questions; 
 the main SJT to which participants responded using four-point likert rating 
scales indicating the extent to which they ‘would be likely’ to use each 
response option to each situation (see Appendix C); 
 forced-choice situational judgements to the same scenarios where the 
participants indicated which option was ‘most effective’ and which was ‘least 
effective’; 
 Four sets of self-rated competencies (see Appendix C); 
 A short 2-item adjective-based measure of each of the Big Five personality 
traits, the Ten Item Personality Inventory or TIPI (Gosling et. al, 2003). 
SJT Item Construction 
Situations were written by the main study researcher and reviewed by three 
professional R&D psychologists who had all been at university within the last 3 
years and had experience of writing and reviewing situational judgement tests.  The 
final set of situations was judged to adequately represent situations experienced at 
university by the reviewers.  
The SJT response options were designed to contain content derived from four 
competencies (planning, analysis, relating & persuading) and four of the Big Five 
personality traits (extraversion, agreeableness, openness & conscientiousness).  Each 
item comprised a combination of one competence and one personality trait.  For 
example a response item “You carefully plan your timetable to finish the work” 
contains elements associated with items assessing conscientiousness (‘carefully’, 
‘finish the work’) and elements representative of planning behaviour (‘plan your 
timetable’).  Reference was made to SHL’s Universal Competency Framework 
(UCF) (Bartram, 2012) for definitions of the competencies and to the International 
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Personality Item Pool (IPIP) personality questionnaire (Goldberg, 1999) for terms 
and expressions associated with the measurement of the Big Five traits.  
Combinations of competency and trait were randomly assigned to response option 
position in each situation, and each combination was presented twice across all 
situations.  In total each of the four competency dimensions was presented eight 
times and each of the four personality trait dimensions was also presented eight 
times. 
The example item in Text Box 5-1 comprises a situation and then four 
alternative courses of action that were individually rated using a four-point likert 
scale, each alternative course of action combined one competency dimension written 
to conform with one personality trait.  All alternative courses of action were positive 
(courses of action to avoid were not used) as this instrument was designed for use in 
a low-stakes context where participants were encouraged to be open rather than to try 
and match perceived requirements (as might be the case in high-stakes assessment 
for a job position).  
Text Box 5-1 
Example SJT Item 
 
The situation: Your tutor has informed you that you must deliver your work several 
weeks before you expected. 
 
Response items: 
1. You carefully plan your timetable to finish the work (Plan & Organise, 
Conscientiousness)* 
2. You explore ideas with your friends about how you can meet the deadline 
(Relate & Network, Openness)* 
3. You work out how you will structure the content and ask your tutor for their 
opinion (Analysis, Agreeableness)* 
4. You convince friends and staff to agree to delay other commitments to give 
yourself more time (Persuade & Influence, Extraversion)* 
Note. * Competency and Personality Trait content used in the design of each item 
are shown in brackets, these were not displayed to participants. 
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The SJT used in all parts of study 2 consisted of eight situations each with four 
response options for a total of 32 items.  The four-point likert scale collecting 
behavioural preferences for each action to each situation is presented below: 
 I would definitely not respond this way (1); 
 I would probably not respond this way (2); 
 I would probably respond this way (3); 
 I would definitely respond this way (4). 
5.2.3 Study 2A Results 
 The method of testing the hypothesis in Study 2A was to analyse the structure 
of the SJT item response data in order to determine whether the eight situations 
dominated performance (as hypothesised) over and above the influence of 
competency and personality trait response dimensions.  It was predicted that 
competency and personality trait content in the response options would also have 
some effect but this would be less than that due to situationally-based latent traits. 
Descriptive Statistics 
Descriptive statistics for the SJT likert items used in Study 2 are presented in 
Appendix D, Table D1-1.  Within each situation average ratings varied and where 
these are higher there was often a pronounced negative skew in the distribution of 
results.  In five of the situations the items containing conscientiousness trait content 
were more likely to be selected. 
Inter-Item Correlation Matrix   
The correlation matrix amongst all the items is presented in Table D1-2.  The 
average correlation coefficient across different response options to the same situation 
was .11, while the average coefficient within response options designed to represent 
use of a competency or use of a personality trait across different situations is shown 
in Table 5-1 and ranged from .14 to .18.  The average correlation between 
“unrelated” (different situation and different competency and trait) ratings was .15.  
Hence there is no apparent situational trend (analogous to an ‘exercise effect’) 
apparent in the zero order correlation coefficients.  The average within-situation item 
coefficient is less than the average item coefficients for the same trait across 
situations. 
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Table 5-1 
Average correlations across items sharing the same dimension 
Scales Average r 
Analysis 0.15 
Plan 0.14 
Relate 0.17 
Persuade 0.18 
Agreeable 0.15 
Conscientious 0.17 
Extravert 0.16 
Open 0.16 
Note. All averaged correlation coefficients are significant at p<.01 (two-tailed), N. 
974. 
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Hypothesis Testing H2-1 
Overall fit statistics for each of the structural equation models in study 2A are 
presented in Table 5-2.  The goodness of fit criteria used to assess each model are 
shown in Table 4-7 in chapter 4.  The situational model (0TUS) did not fit the data at 
all (and did not compile) and was not pursued.  Models based on personality trait 
only (CTCS), and competency only (CCCS), fitted the data adequately, where error 
amongst item responses to the same situations was correlated.  The best fitting model 
(CTCCS) illustrated in Figure 5-2 represents personality trait and competency based 
components as the latent variables with correlated errors between item responses 
from the same situations.  Thus hypothesis H2-1 is rejected, situational variance did 
not systematically dominate responses to this SJT, situation variance played a minor 
part while dimensional variance was significant.   
Estimated contribution of competency and personality trait components 
Using the results of the CTCCS model, Table D1-3 in Appendix D, presents a 
breakdown of the variance attributed to personality trait and competency content in 
each item when responding to each situation, and the item uniqueness (comprising 
variance due to error and other factors including interactions between the various 
factors).  The average variance attributed to competency loaded response options was 
approximately 10% and for personality trait loaded response options was 9%, 
therefore unmodelled variance or uniqueness accounts for most of the variation in 
item responses due to interactions between competency, trait and situation or due to 
random or other error.  Note that latent factors associated with the situations per se, 
unlike the cases with assessment centres reported in study 1, did not emerge as a 
significant factor in determining item responses.  Observed competency variance on 
items ranged from 0% to 33%, and personality trait variance across items ranged 
from 0% to 36%. 
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Table 5-2 
SJT item structural equation models 
  
Model x
2
 df GFI AGFI RMSEA NNFI SRMR Ave. R
2
 
1. Situations Only 
(0TUS) 
8355.2 464 0.65 0.60 0.13 0.63 0.15 N/A 
2. Personality 
Traits Only (CT0S) 
2090.5 458 0.88 0.86 0.061 0.87 0.055 .16 
3. Personality 
Traits, Correlated 
Situations (CTCS) 
1309.6 410 0.92 0.90 0.047 0.92 0.046 .16 
4. Competencies 
Only (CC0S) 
2037.8 458 0.88 0.87 0.060 0.88 0.054 .17 
5. Competencies, 
Correlated 
Situations (CCCS) 
1284.7 410 0.92 0.90 0.047 0.92 0.045 .17 
6. Personality 
Traits & 
Competencies with 
Correlated 
Situations 
(CTCCS) 
896.46 372 0.95 0.92 0.038 0.95 0.036 .19 
Note. Fit statistics for each of the Models used in Study 2A. 
GFI = Goodness-of-Fit Index; AGFI = Adjusted GFI; RMSEA = root mean square 
error of approximation; NNFI = Non normed Fit Index; SRMR = standardised root 
mean square residual (poorly fitting models are shaded) 
R2 is average of multiple correlation coefficients (squared loading of each latent 
variable on each observed variable) and represents an estimate of the overall variance 
explained.
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Figure 5-2 
Structural equation model for SJT items 
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Additional analysis 
So if the situation per se does not account for responses, what is driving the 
variation in the contribution of personality trait and competency to different items?  
One possibility is that it is the perceived efficacy of each response to each situation.  
Although there is no ‘right’ answer to the situations presented it is clear that a rank 
order of popularity of responses emerged based on the extent to which participants 
rated each option.  The popularity of the different responses to each situation was 
therefore examined in order to determine whether this was associated with response 
option content.  Table 5-3 provides an analysis summarising the distribution of 
variance across the most popular and the least popular responses in each situation.  
Popularity is defined by the rank order of the mean likert score from highest to 
lowest average score (see Table D1-1, Appendix D).  This additional analysis 
indicated that responses to the most popular option in each situation were 
predominantly associated with higher competency variance and responses to the least 
popular option were more likely to be associated with higher personality trait 
variance. 
Table 5-3 
Average competency and personality item variance  
 Competency Variance Personality Trait Variance 
Average for most popular 
response in each situation 
.20 .03 
Average for least popular 
response in each situation 
.04 .16 
Average across all responses .10 .09 
5.2.4 Study 2A Discussion 
Study 2A did not replicate the result found in study 1 with high fidelity 
assessment centres that latent variables associated with the situation drive 
performance and dominate variance associated with the dimensions used to measure 
performance.  The hypothesis was therefore rejected.  The influence of situations on 
the responses was marginal. The dominant influence over response variation was 
attributable to the competency and the personality trait content of the situational 
judgement options.  However, the absolute impact of these dimensional latent factors 
was itself small with over 80% of variation due to error or interactions between traits 
and situations.  The best fitting model contained latent variables representing each 
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competency and each personality trait as defined in Figure 5-1.  Observation of the 
amount of variation with which competency or personality trait content dominated 
the responses to each item suggested a pattern in the results.  Therefore an unplanned 
post-hoc analysis was conducted and indicated that there was a strong correlation 
between situational judgements dominated by competency and the popularity of that 
situational judgement against the alternatives for each situation.  One possible 
explanation for this result is that the perceived efficacy of each situational judgement 
in response to situations is determined more by the competency associated with 
choosing that judgement than by the personality trait that is expressed by the 
judgement. 
The major difference between this form of simulation and the behaviour 
measured in assessment centres is that a situational judgement represents a single 
behavioural measure based on participant choice rather than snapshots (ratings) of 
behaviour which are then combined to determine level of task achievement.  One 
possible implication is that several measures of performance in dealing with a 
situation may therefore be needed to replicate the ‘exercise effect’ found in higher 
fidelity simulations.  A second implication relates to the simplicity of the situations 
used in this simulation.  As they consisted of one line descriptions of scenarios, they 
may not have contained sufficient structure to immerse participants in goal-directed 
activity.  In effect their simplicity meant that they operated more like personality or 
competency self-assessment items where the participant may draw on existing 
internal personal schemata rather than situational demands in order to frame a 
response (Klehe et. al., 2012). 
5.3 Study 2B – Effect of situational experience and individual difference 
factors on the selection of SJT response options 
Study 2B examined how scales representing the construct-based content 
designed into the SJT related to other individual differences measures in order to 
investigate how SJT performance in this simulation co-varied with wider constructs 
forming a nomological network.  In particular additional measures of experience, 
self-assessed competency and personality trait were collected concurrently with the 
SJT.       
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5.3.1 Rationale & Study 2B Hypotheses 
The review of the research literature and several of the models of SJT 
performance (McDaniel et. al., 2006; Motowidlo & Beier, 2010) indicated that 
experience plays a role in successful SJT performance as it helps to build knowledge 
of procedures that work in response to situations.  To measure this, participants were 
prompted to indicate their familiarity and comfort at dealing with each situation.  It 
was hypothesised that the options selected by participants would therefore reflect the 
degree of experience that participants had in dealing with similar situations. 
H 2-2: Experience with a situation (as measured by familiarity and comfort at 
dealing with the situation) will play a positive role in determining situational 
judgements; 
Another variable that would be expected to predict SJT performance is level 
of competency, especially as the SJT response items were partially keyed by 
competency. Therefore short self-rated scales of competency were used to measure 
individual differences in the competency-based response options used in study 2 
(planning, analysis, relating and persuading).  It was predicted that strength of 
competency would correlate positively with a tendency to select response options 
making use of that competency. 
H 2-3: Competency level (as measured by self-rated levels of competency) 
will be positively correlated with choice of options exploiting the use of that 
competency; 
ITP theory (Motowidlo et. al. 2006a) predicts that participants higher in 
specific personality traits will select response options compatible with their ITPs 
which themselves may reflect their dominant personality traits.  In this study a 
measure of the Big Five personality traits was used to assess individual differences in 
personality.  It was therefore predicted that participant personality traits will be 
correlated with a tendency to select response options congruent with or making use 
of that personality trait. 
H 2-4: Personality trait (as measured by the personality Big Five TIPI score) 
will be positively correlated with choice of options expressing that trait. 
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5.3.2 Study 2B Method 
Study 2B Design 
Study 2B applied a correlational design making use of concurrent measures.  
In this study the item ratings given to each possible response option for each 
situational judgement item in study 2A were combined into 8 SJT performance 
construct-based scales depending on the category of item (personality trait and 
competency). These SJT performance scales were then correlated with measures 
derived from three types of measurement scales administered in the same session i.e. 
concurrently.  These additional scales were designed to measure situation experience, 
self-assessed competencies and personality traits and are described in detail in this 
section. 
Participants & Data Collection 
The same participant sample described in study 2A was used in study 2B.  
The online questionnaire in Appendix C was used to collect responses. 
Individual Difference Measures 
Situation Experience 
After each situation was presented participants were prompted to indicate 
how familiar they were with that situation using a four-point rating and how 
comfortable they felt when dealing with that situation using a three-point rating.  
Two scales were then calculated to represent each of these facets of situation 
experience.  Overall experience combined all eight situation familiarity ratings into a 
scale ranging from eight (unfamiliar) to 32 points (highly familiar).  An overall 
comfort scale was similarly calculated by combining each situation comfort rating to 
form a scale ranging from eight (uncomfortable) to 24 points (very comfortable). 
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Self-Assessed Competencies 
The competency measures were written specifically for this study and drew 
on the use of the definitions of UCF competencies (Bartram, 2012) in order to write 
short items (Appendix C) sampling different facets of each of the four competencies 
used in the SJT (planning, analysing, relating & persuading).  Competencies were 
then randomly ordered in a twelve-item competency self-assessment questionnaire.  
Each competency was expressed using a four-point rating ranging from ‘disagree 
strongly’ to ‘agree strongly’, three items were used to sample each competency, 
therefore each competency scale varied from three to 12 points. 
Big Five Personality Traits  
Participants completed a short two-item adjective-based measure of each the 
Big Five personality traits (extraversion, conscientiousness, emotional stability, 
agreeableness & openness) using the Ten Item Personality Inventory or TIPI 
(Gosling et. al, 2003).  Each item consisted of a seven point scale ranging from 
‘disagree strongly’ (1) to ‘agree strongly’ (7).  Each personality trait score therefore 
varied on a scale from two to 14. 
SJT Performance Measures 
Two classes of sub-scale from the responses to the SJT items represented 
performance scores.  These were the dependent variables and are based on a 
theoretical or construct-key.  The first class of sub-scale is based on items to the 
competency component in each situation. There are four likert scales each of which 
had content representative of a different competency.   Four SJT competency scales 
were derived by adding the likert ratings across situations for each competency 
(planning, analysis, relating and persuading).  The same process was used to derive 
four scales for the items loaded with personality trait content in each situation 
(extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness and openness).  All of the scales had 
eight items and scores ranged from eight to 32. 
5.3.3 Study 2B Results 
Descriptive Statistics 
Table E1-1, Appendix E presents the descriptive statistics for the individual 
difference or independent measures.  Overall situational familiarity appears to be 
normally distributed (Figure E1-1, Appendix E), while ease of dealing with situations 
was negatively skewed with participants indicating that they felt that they were 
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generally comfortable at dealing with the situations in this SJT (Figure E1-2).  As a 
group this sample was highly conscientious, open and emotionally stable with all of 
the distributions for these traits being predominantly negatively skewed.  
Distributions for extraversion and agreeableness and for all of the competencies were 
normally distributed.  Table E1-2, Appendix E also presents the descriptive statistics 
for the SJT construct-keyed scales, the dependent variables in this part of the study. 
Correlation Coefficients between individual difference measures 
Correlations between the overall individual difference measures are presented 
in Table 5-4.  Most of the scales correlated significantly and positively.  Higher 
familiarity with situations was associated with more comfort in dealing with these; 
with higher levels of each competency; and to a low to moderate extent higher 
extraversion, agreeableness, emotional stability and openness.  Overall comfort at 
dealing with situations was more strongly associated with higher levels of 
competency and all of the personality traits.  Competencies all intercorrelated 
positively and the highest intercorrelations were between the cognitively-oriented 
pair, planning and analysis, and between the interpersonally-oriented pair, relating 
and persuading.  Examining the highest personality trait and competency 
correlations, the three pairs – extraversion and persuading, agreeableness and 
relating, conscientiousness and planning  - were most highly related compared to 
other pairings.  However openness was more highly related to persuading rather than 
to analysis as might have been expected (see Bartram, 2005). 
Scale Reliabilities 
Reliabilities for all of the scales used in study 2B (independent and 
dependent) are presented in Table 5-5.  The TIPI scale reliabilities were based on 
test-retest coefficients reported by Gosling et. al. (2003), all other reliabilities were 
calculated as alpha coefficients. The reliabilities are generally moderate to high 
except for the scale for the planning self-assessed competency which showed a poor 
level of reliability.  
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Table 5-5 
Reliabilities of Study 2B scales 
 Scales Reliability Notes: 
Independent 
Variables 
Extraversion .77 Personality traits measures based on 
TIPI big five Test-Retest r (reported 
in Gosling et. al, 2003) 
Agreeableness .71 
Conscientiousness .76 
Emotional Stability .70 
Openness .62 
 Planning .36 Competency self-rating measures 
based on a 3-item scale, alpha 
coefficients 
 Analysis .56 
 Relating .58 
 Persuading .74 
 Overall Familiarity .79 Based on sum of ratings given to 
each situation used in this study, 
alpha coefficients 
 Overall Comfort .76 
Dependent 
Variables 
SJT Planning .56 Based on sum of ratings given to 
each ‘competency’ item across 
situations, alpha coefficients. 
SJT Analysis .57 
SJT Relating .61 
SJT Persuading .64 
 SJT Extraversion .59 Based on sum of ratings given to 
each ‘personality trait’ item across 
situations, alpha coefficients 
 SJT Agreeableness .58 
 SJT Conscientiousness .61 
 SJT Openness .60 
 
 
130 
 
Table 5-4 
Correlations between individual difference measures in Study 2B 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1 Extraversion           
2 Agreeableness .064
*
          
3 Conscientiousness .221
**
 .212
**
         
4 Emotional Stability .331
**
 .315
**
 .384
**
        
5 Openness .414
**
 .111
**
 .236
**
 .320
**
       
6 Planning .302
**
 .054 .375
**
 .252
**
 .348
**
      
7 Analysis .237
**
 .080
*
 .335
**
 .342
**
 .345
**
 .516
**
     
8 Relating .341
**
 .332
**
 .231
**
 .369
**
 .333
**
 .360
**
 .379
**
    
9 Persuading .434
**
 .098
**
 .291
**
 .338
**
 .391
**
 .476
**
 .510
**
 .584
**
   
10 Overall Familiarity .280
**
 .055 .231
**
 .204
**
 .297
**
 .365
**
 .354
**
 .334
**
 .397
**
  
11 Overall Comfort .412
**
 .155
**
 .376
**
 .441
**
 .356
**
 .378
**
 .431
**
 .403
**
 .487
**
 .489
**
 
Note: *p<05, **p<.01, (two-tailed). N. 974.
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Hypothesis Testing 
Construct Validity Zero-order Correlation Coefficients 
Table 5-6 presents the zero order correlation coefficients between individual 
difference measures and the SJT construct scales.  Most of the relationships are 
significant and positive. 
H2-2 is supported as both overall experience and overall comfort at dealing 
with situations correlated significantly with each of the SJT construct scales. 
H2-3 predicted that self-assessed competency score would differentially 
correlate with the same SJT competencies.  Table 5-6 shows that this happened only 
in the case of the planning competency, in general there was no observed tendency for 
self-assessed competencies to correlate more highly with matching SJT competency 
scores.  On this basis H2-3 is rejected. 
H2-4 predicted that TIPI Big Five personality score would differentially 
correlate with SJT scales calculated from items loaded with matching personality trait 
content. Table 5-6 shows that this was apparent for conscientiousness and for 
openness, but not for extraversion or agreeableness (emotional stability did not have a 
SJT equivalent scale).  On the basis of this result H2-4 is partially supported. 
Stepwise Multiple Regressions 
As the individual measures were inter-correlated (Table 5-4) stepwise multiple 
regression analyses were used to partial out the relative contribution of the various 
independent variables against each SJT construct variable, or independent variable. 
The results of each of these analyses are presented in Appendix F, Tables F2-1 to F2-
8.  Multiple R estimates of the models ranged from .29 to .44 against the competency-
based SJT scales and from .32 to .41 for the personality trait-based SJT scales so a 
maximum of 19% of the (adjusted R
2
) variance in the SJT scale scores is explained by 
any of these models.  Experience with the situations, perceived comfort at dealing 
with situations and higher levels of the analysis competency were always significantly 
associated with the prediction of the SJT scale score (see summary in Table 5-7). 
  There was no consistent pattern where other competencies or personality 
traits differentially predicted SJT scale scores with matching content.  On the basis of 
this analysis only hypothesis H2-2 is accepted and hypotheses H2-3 and H2-4 are 
rejected. 
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Table 5-7 
Summary of stepwise multiple regressions in Study 2B 
SJT construct scales % variance 
(adjusted R
2)
 
Significant individual difference predictors in final 
model in order of variance explained 
SJT Analysis 13 Overall Familiarity, Analysis, Overall Comfort, Planning 
SJT Planning 19 Overall Comfort, Analysis, Overall Familiarity, 
Conscientiousness, Relating 
SJT Relating 13 Overall Familiarity, Analysis, Overall Comfort, 
Agreeableness, Persuading 
SJT Persuading 8 Overall Familiarity, Analysis, Agreeableness, Emotional 
Stability, Overall Comfort 
SJT Extraversion 10 Overall Familiarity, Analysis, Overall Comfort, Relating 
SJT Agreeableness 11 Overall Familiarity, Analysis, Overall Comfort, 
Agreeableness, Emotional Stability, Planning 
SJT Conscientiousness 17 Overall Comfort, Analysis, Overall Familiarity, 
Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness 
SJT Openness 15 Overall Familiarity, Analysis, Overall Comfort, Relating 
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Table 5-6 
Correlations between Individual Differences and SJT construct scales 
Criterion 
Variables 
 Individual Difference Measures 
 
Personality Trait Measures Competency Measures 
Situational 
Experience  
 Extraversion Agreeableness Conscientiousness 
Emotional 
Stability Openness Planning Analysis Relating Persuading 
Overall 
Familiarity 
Overall 
Comfort 
SJT  
Competencies 
Analysis .134 .046** .192 .125 .181 .245 .253 .197 .254 .319 .276 
Planning .151 .145 .259 .215 .215 .291 .324 .279 .273 .311 .354 
Relating .116 .120 .123 .133 .171 .232 .278 .236 .259 .287 .275 
Persuading .045** .098 .106 .018** .075* .160 .189 .129 .148 .228 .178 
SJT 
Personality 
Traits 
Extraversion .102 .084 .103 .086 .150 .201 .220 .205 .217 .263 .241 
Agreeableness .101 .103 .145 .087 .151 .223 .247 .192 .223 .268 .249 
Conscientiousness .093 .126 .268 .163 .134 .261 .290 .199 .217 .298 .310 
Openness .149 .103 .178 .159 .204 .251 .294 .246 .278 .324 .291 
 
Note.  N. 974, all coefficients were significant at p<.01 (two-tailed), except for * p<.05 and **n.s.  
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5.3.4 Study 2B Discussion 
The results of study 2B support hypothesis H2-2 in that situational familiarity 
and comfort consistently correlated with SJT construct scales.  However there was no 
consistent trend for individuals higher in each competency or each personality trait to 
select response options matching their competency strengths or personality 
preferences so H2-3 and H2-4 were rejected.  The stepwise multiple regression 
models used to explore the relationships between the individual difference measures 
and the SJT construct scales show a generally consistent pattern with the best 
predictor of the various SJT sub-scales being either overall situational familiarity or 
overall perceived comfort at dealing with the situations.  Although the relationships 
were significant the total amount of variance accounted for in the SJT sub-scales was 
limited.  Analysis competency was the only other predictor that consistently 
correlated with the various SJT sub-scales.  This suggests that situation 
comprehension and response selection are assisted by both familiarity with the 
situation and with strengths in analytical capability.  This result lends weight to an 
interpretation of SJT performance as being primarily mediated by procedural 
knowledge gained from prior experience with similar situations and with the 
cognitive ability to infer what to do (McDaniel et. al., 2006).  The major implication 
of the results of study 2B is that the strength in competency or the level of 
personality trait of individuals did not directly constrain or direct SJT response 
options.   
One explanation for this is that competencies and personality traits may only 
have an indirect effect that is moderated by the participant’s perception of situational 
demands (Jansen et. al, 2011).  Given that participants are likely to implicitly judge 
the ‘accuracy’ of each response option when completing the situational judgement 
task, and that this is likely to be an important factor in determining their responses, 
study 2C uses a different criterion, SJT accuracy, to assess the role of individual 
differences in moderating SJT response choice behaviour. 
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5.4 Study 2C – Effect of situational experience and individual difference 
factors on situational judgement accuracy 
In the first two parts of study 2 I used a SJT that was developed to 
systematically study the relative influence of latent factors representing situations 
and individual differences in performance.  In study 2A the competency and 
personality trait dimensions built into the SJT accounted for a significant although 
relatively low amount of the co-variation in item responses.  The situations used did 
not account for more than a minor part of this co-variation.  This is opposite to the 
pattern commonly seen in high fidelity simulations like assessment centres as 
replicated in study 1.  In study 2B I investigated how the constructs measured by the 
SJT co-varied with the experience, self-assessed competency and personality traits of 
participants.  Only participant situation experience and analysis competency co-
varied systematically with the selection of responses in line with each of the 
construct-based dimensions in the SJT.  Neither participant personality nor 
competency differentially correlated with the selection of compatible response 
options in the SJT.  One explanation of these results is that procedural knowledge 
based on situation familiarity and analytic competency mediated performance.  There 
was also a suggestion from a post-hoc analysis of the results in study 2A that 
participants were interpreting the best response options for each situation using 
different criteria to that built into the SJT construct model in Figure 5-1.  This might 
help explain why the personality traits and competencies of participants failed to 
correlate differentially with choice behaviour.  In study 2C I used a different scoring 
method to represent accuracy of SJT performance, where accuracy is defined as the 
degree to which participant responses are compatible with the consensual or a 
normative perception of how best to respond to each situation.  The rationale for 
doing this was to re-assess the relationship of individual differences to SJT 
performance when that performance is keyed against a psychological model that may 
be more representative of how participants interpreted the situations and how to deal 
with them than the nominal model (Block & Block, 1981) represented by the 
construct-based design in Figure 5-1.  It should be noted that even this benchmark of 
performance is to some extent arbitrary and no direct measures of intra-individual 
interpretation were applied, however, the use of different SJT scoring methods in 
order to make inferences about participant behaviour is a first step in this direction.     
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5.4.1 Rationale & Study 2C Hypotheses 
I predicted that situation experience will play an important role in SJT 
performance, though when one considers the role of the participant psychological 
model of the situation this familiarity may not necessarily be limited to procedural 
knowledge but may also indicate that participants have developed more appropriate 
cognitive situation models or schemata (Klehe et. al., 2012) which also help mediate 
performance.  This leads to the first hypothesis to be tested in study 2C. 
H 2-5: Experience with a situation (as measured by familiarity and comfort at 
dealing with the situation) will play a significant role in determining accurate choice 
behaviour; 
I also expected individual differences in competency and personality trait to 
mediate SJT performance but only where they are relevant to the situation and in 
particular the identification of the best (or most accurate) response options available 
to resolve that situation (Motowidlo et. al., 2006a, 2006b).  This led to the following 
hypotheses in study 2C. 
H 2-6: Competency level (as measured by self-rated levels of competency) 
will be correlated with choice of accurate options exploiting the use of that 
competency; 
H 2-7: Personality trait (as measured by the personality Big Five TIPI score) 
will correlate with choice of accurate options expressing that trait. 
5.4.2 Study 2C Method 
Study 2C Design 
Study 2C applied a correlational design making use of concurrent measures.  
In this study the item ratings given to each possible response option for each 
situational judgement item in study 2A were used to create a single SJT accuracy 
scale. This SJT accuracy scale was then correlated with measures derived from three 
types of measurement scales administered in the same session i.e. concurrently.  
These additional scales were designed to measure situation experience, self-assessed 
competencies and personality traits and are as described above for study 2B. 
Participants & Data Collection 
The same participant sample described in study 2A was used in study 2C.  
The online questionnaire in Appendix C was used to collect responses. 
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Individual Difference Measures 
The measures of individual differences for situation experience, self-assessed 
competencies and personality traits are the same as those described for study 2B. 
SJT Performance Measure 
A new criterion variable was introduced based on summing the likert ratings 
across the 8 situations for the response option designated as being the ‘correct’ 
response for that situation.  A hybrid rational-empirical approach was used to define 
the ‘accuracy’ of the response options, and therefore to select one response option as 
being ‘correct’ or best for each situation.  All participants, in addition to providing 
likert ratings to each response option, also selected the response option that was 
‘most effective’ and ‘least effective’ for each situation making use of the ipsative 
SJT item format in Text Box 5-2. 
Text Box 5-2 
Ipsative SJT item Format 
 
The situation: Your tutor has informed you that you must deliver your work several 
weeks before you expected. 
 
Actions: Most effective Least effective 
You carefully plan your timetable to finish 
the work 
X   
You explore ideas with your friends about 
how you can meet the deadline 
  
You work out how you will structure the 
content and ask your tutor for their opinion 
 X  
You convince friends and staff to agree to 
delay other commitments to give yourself 
more time 
  
 
To determine the best options an ‘expert’ group was formed using a sub-set 
of the complete group selected on the following criteria: aged 21 or more, English as 
first language, and either at university or left university not more than 5 years ago.  
The ‘expert’ group consisted of 148 out of the 974 participants in the total sample.  
Frequency of selecting each response option was calculated and the response option 
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with the highest frequency of ‘most effective’ selected was chosen.  This analysis 
was then repeated for the entire sample, again using the ‘most effective’ response 
option selected with the highest frequency in each situation.  The results of the 
‘expert’ (rational key) and the whole sample (empirical key) were then compared, in 
each situation the same response option was selected as being most effective.  The 
SJT accuracy scale ranged from eight to 32 as the SJT likert ratings were used to 
score participant accuracy. 
5.4.3 Study 2C Results 
The distribution of scores on the SJT accuracy scale is presented in Figure 5-
3. The average was 27.4 (standard deviation 3.04, skewness -1.447, kurtosis 7.013, 
N.974) and the reliability of this scale was .60 (alpha coefficient). 
Table 5-8 presents the correlations between SJT accuracy and the individual 
difference measures, all are significantly and positively correlated.  The predictor 
variables were entered into a stepwise multiple regression against SJT accuracy and 
the resulting model is presented in Table 5-9.  The final multiple regression model 
(R
2
 = .481, p<.05) showed overall comfort at dealing with situations was the single 
best predictor of SJT accuracy, with analysing competency, conscientiousness, 
overall situation familiarity and agreeableness as contributing significant variance to 
the final model. 
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Figure 5-3 
SJT accuracy score distribution 
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Table 5-8 
Correlation coefficients between individual differences and SJT accuracy 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note. N. 974, all coefficients are significant (two-tailed) at p<.01. 
 
  SJT Accuracy 
Extraversion .147 
Agreeableness .143 
Conscientiousness .326 
Emotional Stability .212 
Openness .189 
Planning .308 
Analysis .344 
Relating .232 
Persuading .271 
Overall Familiarity .330 
Overall Comfort .385 
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Hypothesis Testing 
H2-5 is supported as overall situation comfort and experience correlated 
positively and significantly with SJT accuracy and contributed the largest share of 
the variance in predicting SJT accuracy in the multiple regression model. 
H2-6 is partially supported as analysis and planning competencies correlated 
significantly with SJT accuracy.  Inspection of the competency content comprising 
the accurate SJT items indicated that six of the eight correct items were constructed 
with one of these competencies.  Only the analysis competency provided unique 
variance in the multiple regression model.  
H2-7 is supported as conscientiousness correlated significantly with SJT 
accuracy and accounted for unique variance in the final regression model.  Inspection 
of the personality trait content comprising the accurate SJT items indicated that five 
of the eight items were constructed with conscientiousness trait content. 
 
Table 5-9 
Multiple Regression of individual difference measures onto SJT accuracy 
Variable B SE B β 
Overall Comfort .170 .034 .176** 
Analysis .346 .072 .157** 
Conscientiousness .230 .045 .161** 
Overall Familiarity   .094 .021 .148** 
Agreeableness .081 .039 .061* 
Note. N. 974, **p<.01, *p<.05 
5.4.4 Study 2C Discussion 
Overall the final regression model explained approximately 23% of the 
variance in SJT accuracy with 17% ascribed to situation experience.  Perceived 
comfort at dealing with all situations was the single best predictor of accuracy. A 
caveat regarding this relationship is that it might reflect confidence in the judgements 
that were made to the SJT rather than representing an a priori reflection of 
experience.  However, the significant correlations of perceptions of comfort with 
situational familiarity, which reflects experience at seeing and dealing with these 
situations, and with both competency and personality traits (in study 2B) suggests 
that situation comfort is a meaningful individual difference rather than an artefact of 
the procedure. 
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Study 2C also provides evidence suggesting that the competencies and the 
personality traits of participants mediate responses when they are relevant to the 
response options available to deal with situations and this is consistent with 
Motowidlo et. al’s (2006a) assumption that trait predisposition influences the 
perception of effective actions if they are compatible.  Although the planning 
competency, unlike the analysis competency, did not appear in the final regression 
model this may be due to its high inter-correlation with conscientiousness which was 
a significant predictor (see Table 5-4).  Could it be that the method of determining 
SJT accuracy was such that these correlations are an artefact?  I think this is unlikely 
for the following reason.  Inspection of the distributions of individual differences 
(see Table E1-1, Appendix E) shows that only conscientiousness was negatively 
skewed amongst the individual difference measures coinciding with components of 
the SJT options perceived to be more accurate.  In other words there is no evidence 
that analysis or planning competencies were more prevalent in the sample so that 
participants were more predisposed to select compatible response options. 
5.5 Overall Study 2 Discussion 
In study 2 I studied the latent factors influencing performance in a low 
fidelity simulation based on a SJT built around a specific construct-based structure.  
Unlike most (if not the majority) of SJTs that have been discussed in the literature, 
situations and response option content was systematically designed (Figure 5-1) to 
enable inferences to be made about the way people responded to each component of 
the SJT.  This enabled the relative influence of latent variables based on the situation 
as well as those relating to the construct-based response options, used to build the 
SJT, to be isolated.  In study 2A the item responses to the SJT were entered into 
competing structural equation models analogous to those used in study 1.  The main 
hypothesis that situational effects would dominate was not supported, the loading of 
content in the response options on personality trait and competency had a small and 
consistent effect (accounting for about 10% of item variance on each).  One 
interpretation of these results is that the behaviour sampled in low fidelity 
simulations like SJTs is not rich enough to reveal cross-dimensional behavioural co-
variance.  I have already mentioned that the scenarios used in the SJT were very 
simple and it can be conjectured that richer more immersive scenarios have to be 
used to properly assess the influence of situations on behaviour.  There is another 
major difference between SJTs and assessment centre behaviours.  In an assessment 
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centre a range of behaviours will be used by a participant to respond to situational 
demands, in a SJT the behaviour is one of covert analysis and overt selection of 
(usually) one response option. Situations may therefore be more salient and thus 
more likely to ‘cue’ certain behaviours in an assessment centre than in an SJT.  A 
second interpretation of these results, of course, is that the ‘exercise’ effect is an 
artefact of the overall assessment centre process and that situations per se do not 
operate as important latent variables.  Certainly the responses to items in the same 
situation did not co-vary in the low fidelity SJT as was found in the high fidelity 
assessment centres in study 1.  However, a second and more subtle difference 
between the two measurement paradigms may be of more relevance.  In assessment 
centres the various measures taken in an exercise reflect behaviour aimed at 
achieving a goal or set of related goals (to do well, to meet specific task demands, to 
obtain high scores etc.), in a sense the goal that the participant is trying to achieve 
reflects the ‘response option’ that has been selected, alternative response options 
are not explicitly stated, and the observed behaviour generates and represents the 
response option that is actually measured.  In a SJT the alternatives are explicitly 
stated and when a response option is chosen there is an explicit contrast with other 
apparent and ‘rejected’ or downgraded options, in other words the other ‘items’ in 
the situation represent alternative courses of action not several facets of behaviour 
aimed at achieving one goal.   
The implication is that several measures of performance in a SJT or other 
type of low level simulation would be needed, for each response option, to properly 
model and test the emergence of an analogous ‘exercise’ effect in a low fidelity 
simulation. 
An interesting by-product of the analysis of the SJT items is the extent to 
which response options reflecting latent variables based on competency content 
tended to be more popular (received higher ratings), whilst less popular response 
options tended to reflect the influence of latent variables based on personality trait 
content.  This may be due to the way participants perceive the efficacy of response 
options.  More effective responses to a situation may tend to associated with 
demonstrations of competency, whereas less important response options were 
perceived as being of more relevance to satisfying preferences in behavioural style.  
This may be related to the concept of how ‘competency demands’ work in situations 
as proposed in Mischel & Shoda (1995) cognitive-affective personality system 
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(CAPS) theory, where they are stronger the situation determines the response, where 
they are weaker responses are more likely to be based on intra-individual 
predispositions.  
Study 2B examined individual differences in perceptions of situation 
familiarity and comfort or ease of dealing with the situations, as well as participant 
personality traits and competencies measured independently from the SJT.  Sub-
scales were formed from items in the SJT to assess the degree to which response 
options loaded with personality trait or competency content were more likely to be 
selected.  Situational familiarity and comfort at dealing with situations consistently 
related to performance on the SJT sub-scales when scored using a construct-based 
key.  However there was no clear trend for people strong in a particular competency 
or personality trait to select corresponding response options and only the analysis 
competency correlated significantly and consistently with SJT performance.  These 
results are compatible an account in which SJT performance is based on the 
application of procedural knowledge built up from prior experience and cognitive 
ability (McDaniel et. al., 2006).    
Finally, in study 2C I re-scored the SJT responses so that only one response 
option in each situation was categorised as being the ‘most effective’ or correct 
response to that situation.  The assumption is that participants are influenced by their 
psychological model of the situations and not by the nominal model based on the 
construct-keyed design.  Group consensus regarding the best responses provides a 
normative model or benchmark against which to assess the impact of individual 
differences on SJT performance. The single best predictor of SJT accuracy was 
obtained from individual difference measures reflecting experience with the 
situations. However, there was a weaker tendency for participant competency and 
personality trait to mediate SJT accuracy performance where the item response 
content of the correct items was compatible with these individual differences. Degree 
of comfort at dealing with situations can obviously be seen as a by-product of the 
actual act of making the situational judgements. However, this explanation is less 
likely given the significant positive correlations of perceived comfort with situational 
familiarity (a surrogate for experience), with personality traits (in particular 
extraversion, conscientiousness, emotional stability and openness), as well as with all 
of the areas of competency measured in this study.   
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Is this just a halo effect, with everything correlating with everything else?  
This is possible especially with the use of a self-selected sample mainly from the 
open internet where participants may be less self-critical or may just be responding 
quickly to get to the end of the questionnaire.  However, it should be noted that the 
inter-relationships between the independent measures of personality and competency 
generally make sense in terms of construct validity (Bartram, 2005), and the 
correlation coefficient between ratings of situational familiarity and comfort is .49 
leaving 76% of variance unaccounted for and suggesting that these measures are 
sampling different facets. 
Study 2 results suggest that in low fidelity SJTs, participant performance is 
partially mediated by personality traits and competency but is dominated by 
individual differences in coping with situational demands based on use of 
experience.  Personality trait and competency content of SJT responses play a role in 
determining the perceived utility of response options where these match an 
individual’s predispositions or strengths, but they may also be important in helping to 
shape the choice of what option will be most effective irrespective of the extent to 
which that response option makes use of their preferences or strengths.  Situational 
familiarity (experience) and individual differences in personality trait and 
competency, it is argued, have an effect by moderating how situations, and the 
responses available to deal with them, are perceived and responded to, but they do 
not directly determine performance. 
In study 3 I will re-examine the influence of these types of individual 
differences with a richer definition of situations (using more complex situations 
comprising several protagonists and events) and with a variety of behavioural 
measures for each situation aimed at measuring how well the situation is understood, 
how much is remembered about what happened and why, as well as judgements 
about the best way to deal with the situation. 
5.6 Summary 
In study 2A I deliberately designed a SJT so that situations were not 
confounded with response options as they are in the bulk of literature (Schmitt & 
Chan, 2006) in an attempt to partial out the effects of the situation and response 
options on participant choice behaviour.  Consistent with findings in the past 
regarding the internal structure of SJTs (Schmitt & Chan, 2006; McDaniel et. al., 
2006) the latent variables in a structural equation model of item data did not account 
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for a large part of the variance in participant responses.  However, the latent 
variables that did account for item response variance were interpretable as being 
related to the personality trait and competency content from which response options 
were constructed.  This finding is not consistent with past interpretations that a 
general ‘judgement’ factor underlies SJT performance (Scmitt & Chan, 2006; 
Stemler & Sternberg, 2006).  However, the situations used in the SJT did not 
systematically account for participant performance in this ‘trait’ construct-based SJT 
as they did in Westring et. al.’s (2009) ‘state’ construct-based SJT. 
In study 2B I explored nomological relationships between SJT construct-
based scales, these scales representing the extent to which participants chose SJT 
options representing different personality traits or competencies.  McDaniel et. al. 
(2007) found using meta-analyses that SJTs tend to correlate with several of the ‘Big 
Five’ personality traits and speculated that SJTs always measure multiple constructs 
and the specific ‘mix’ of constructs will depend on the content of the SJTs.  In study 
2B there was no systematic tendency for independent measures of personality trait or 
competency to correlate differentially with the matching SJT construct-based scales.  
However situation experience did correlate with a greater likelihood to select SJT 
options and this is consistent with Weekly & Ployhart (2005) finding that improved 
general knowledge based on experience may mediate SJT performance. 
Study 2C attempted to make sense of what was driving participant behaviour 
by re-scoring SJT responses against a measure of accuracy based on overall 
participant consensus.  If participants are attempting to select the best response 
option for each situation then it is their psychological model of the situation that 
should play the dominant part in response selection (Kleinmann et. al., 2011).  
However, we also know from the research evidence that a participant’s personality 
traits can have an indirect effect as it may help form ITPs that in turn influence how 
participants perceive response options that are ‘loaded’ with content relevant to 
compatible personality traits (Motowidlo et. al.; 2006a & 2006b).  The results do 
appear to support such a mediated account with both situation experience and 
individual differences in personality trait and competency contributing to SJT 
performance (Motowidlo & Beier, 2010). 
 With regard to the central argument of this thesis the results of Study 2 are 
not consistent with what was expected.  Situational variance did not dominate SJT 
performance over trait-based sources, however, trait-based latent factors did not 
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dominate SJT performance either.  It was speculated that situations have to be more 
complex than the very simple situations used in study 2, with multiple events and 
‘protagonists’, and participants have to be offered multiple types of behavioural 
response (not just SJT response selection) in order to better simulate, and to better 
understand, the conditions that participants face in assessment centres and in real life. 
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Chapter 6 
Study 3:  The relative influence of the situation and 
individual differences on the accuracy of encoding and 
recognizing events when making situational judgements 
 
  
6.1 Introduction 
In study 3 I introduced a number of methodological innovations in order to 
test two theoretical accounts of performance in low fidelity simulations.  In study 2 
where very simple situations were used in a simulation based on a situational 
judgement test (SJT) the latent variables underlying performance appeared to 
represent the dimensions used to form response options, whereas performance 
variance was influenced to a minor extent by the content of the situations themselves.  
This is the opposite pattern to that found in high fidelity assessment centre 
simulations where the performance across different dimensions was more highly 
correlated within each situation or exercise.  However, when additional measures of 
individual differences were correlated with SJT performance in study 2 experience 
with the situations is the dominant factor.  Individual differences in competency and 
personality trait mediated performance where they coincided with the normative or 
consensual view about the best way to deal with them.  I concluded that these results 
imply that it is the interpretation of the situation, influenced by experience, and how 
to best deal with it that drives performance rather the activation of competencies or 
personality traits. 
This conclusion is compatible with the emerging theoretical perspective 
(Melchers et al., 2012) that attempts to explain performance in simulations as an 
interaction between underlying ‘stable’ traits such as cognitive ability (McGrew, 
2005) and personality and attributes of the situation and its meaning for participants 
(Mischel & Shoda, 1995).  The recent Ability to Identify Criteria (ATIC) model 
(Klehe et. al., 2012), for example, puts forward that participants who can identify the 
criteria against which they are assessed (assisted by higher cognitive ability) and can 
then express relevant performance (assisted by their personality traits) will perform 
better in simulations.   
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Motowidlo et. al.’s (2006a, 2006b)’s implicit trait policy (ITP) model is a 
variant of this interactionist model in which individual differences in performance 
are ascribed to how situations are interpreted.  ITPs are beliefs held by individuals 
about how to apply procedural knowledge to deal successfully with job-related or 
other situations.  The ITP model proposes that participants who score more highly on 
a specific trait, for example conscientiousness, will be more likely to select a 
response to a situation if it affords an opportunity to express that trait rather than 
another trait.  This is because, unless the participant has acquired specific job 
knowledge to the contrary, participants will implicitly be motivated to choose a 
response option that they are predisposed to give and have become familiar with.  
Motowidlo et. al. (2006a, 2006b) found that the apparent use of ITPs in completing 
SJTs did correlate with corresponding personality trait scores for conscientiousness, 
agreeableness and extraversion.  Oostrom, Born, Serlie & Van Der Molen (2012) 
also found that the apparent use of ITPs linked to extraversion and conscientiousness 
correlated with leadership performance in a multimedia SJT. 
However, alongside ITP and other theories from the psychometric tradition, 
parallel research into cognition has developed theories about how people 
comprehend, evaluate, respond to and learn from situations.  Radvansky and Zacks 
(2011) summarise recent progress in addressing how people develop and use event 
and cognitive situation models during the interpretation of written narrative material, 
films and behaviour in real situations.  This approach proposes that people deal with 
situations by forming a representation of the situation as it emerges and then use this 
representation in order to direct behaviour or to perform ‘what if’ analysis of possible 
interpretations or outcomes.  Individual differences (Gernsbacher et. al., 1990; 
Radvansky & Copeland, 2004) in the processes of comprehension, encoding, 
manipulation and recall of the events that form a coherent situation model might 
therefore be expected to determine at least some of the performance variability in 
simulations. 
In order to contrast these different models of how participants deal with 
situations in assessment simulations I used a methodology developed by Ployhart 
(2006).  He proposed that Predictor Response Process Models (PRPM) be built to 
test specific hypotheses regarding how individual differences arise when dealing 
with complex situations.  A PRPM assumes that the ultimate response to any 
assessment item, for example a situational judgement, results from a series of linked 
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cognitive operations including (a) comprehension, (b) retrieval of information, (c) 
judgement formation and (d) response selection.  All of these cognitive operations 
are in turn affected by various ‘contaminants’ (variables affecting performance that 
are not of interest to the assessment), the latent individual differences that the 
assessment is designed to target, and the participant’s motivation to perform (and 
perhaps fake) well.  The advantage of developing a PRPM approach is that several 
latent traits can be introduced simultaneously in order to investigate their relative 
importance as the situation is subjected to processes of comprehension,  judgement 
about the selection of the most appropriate response, recognition of events that 
happened and interpretation of what is happening in the situation.  The second 
advantage is that, as a by-product of applying the PRPM approach, several response 
processes are applied to each situation.  I speculated in study 2 that this may one of 
the key differences between low and high fidelity simulations. However, Ployhart 
does not consider the effect of the actual structure of situations so I applied a second 
methodological innovation in structuring the actual situations used. 
The rationale for increasing the complexity of scenarios is that if ‘situation 
models’ or mental representations are built from several significant and generalised 
components that comprise situations (Zwaan and Radvansky, 1998), then sufficient 
structure must be built into the simulation to stimulate their formation. The 
components I used to structure the scenarios in study 3 include causation (what 
influences outcomes), intentionality (why people do things) and protagonists (who is 
involved) as they appear to be consistently important (Therriault et. al., 2006) and are 
relevant to assessment simulations.  Reis (2008) proposed that the objective 
characteristics of situations need to be properly described if one is to make sense of 
their psychological impact.  Reis’ view is that situations provide ‘affordances’ which 
will be picked up or not depending on task demands and latent individual 
differences.  Figure 6-1 illustrates how the interplay of individual differences and 
situation characteristics might be represented for a simulation.  The hypothetical 
cognitive situation model shown is based on a scenario where the main protagonist 
(usually the participant in a SJT or an assessment centre exercise) has to deal with a 
(simulated) tutor and take into account the response of a (simulated) fellow student.  
The action takes place over time, and within a space, and each of the protagonists 
(including self) have assumed goals and motives (intentionality).  As the events 
unfold, cause and effect can be inferred either affecting the scenario as described or 
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which can be predicted from the events that occur.  One way of capturing and 
analysing the complexity of a scenario is to identify the number of ‘transitions’ 
marked by changes in one or more of these dimensions as the scenario proceeds 
(Zacks et.al., 2009).  So the ‘objective’ characteristics of the situation can be related 
to the events as classified by their salience in terms of the protagonists, intentions, 
cause and effect, time and space.  The importance of this approach for the purposes 
of this study is that it provides an additional means of understanding the structure of 
scenarios in a different way to that based purely on the actual content or dimensions 
used (as in study 2).  
Figure 6-1 
General Model of how a cognitive situation model mediates performance  
(adapted from Reis, 2008) 
 
In summary, to measure the components forming the PRPM study 3 extended 
the SJT paradigm. I did this by adding tasks aimed at providing measurement 
opportunities to sample the different psychological processes hypothesised to be 
involved in dealing with each situation used in the simulation.  In study 3A I used the  
PRPM model to investigate the relative explanatory power of the ITP model and an 
alternative model that assumes that cognitive situation models developed by 
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participants account for performance in dealing with situations.  In study 3B I 
examined the incremental construct validity of measures representing individual 
differences in cognitive situation model formation over measures representing 
competencies and personality traits. 
6.2 Study 3A: Using a Predictor Response Process Model (PRPM) to assess 
the use of Implicit Trait Policies and cognitive situation models by participants 
Ployhart (2006) made it clear that a PRPM should be built to answer specific 
research questions.  In study3A the nature of the tasks that participants were asked to 
perform and the structure and content of the simulated situations were therefore 
configured to focus on how participants (a) understand, (b) make decisions about and 
(c) remember the situations they were asked to deal with.  One advantage of a PRPM 
is that inferences about the constructs or latent variables that affect performance can 
be better differentiated as they do not rely solely on an interpretation of aggregate 
individual difference and SJT scores based on the intercorrelation of personality trait 
measures and total SJT accuracy.  In order to achieve this, the SJT paradigm was 
extended by adding two additional measures derived from tasks performed by 
participants when the situation was present and after it was removed.  The general 
PRPM was then used to test hypotheses from the ITP model and the cognitive 
situation model.  Figure 6-2 illustrates how the PRPM used in this study was adapted 
to represent Motowidlo et. al.’s (2006b) ITP model. 
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Figure 6-2 
PRPM for the ITP model 
 
The ITP model was expected to operate in two of the tasks comprising the 
PRPM.  The ITP model makes no predictions about situation comprehension and so 
no linkage is shown between personality traits, ITPs and this task.  In the next task in 
the PRPM situational judgements were made by selecting response options.  In study 
3A these response options were deliberately constructed to reflect the use of specific 
competencies and each of these competencies was loaded with content representing 
compatible personality traits.  Competencies were used to form response options as 
these are representative of the type of content used in applied practise (Sparrow, 
2005).  Personality traits were paired with the competency measures by making use 
of Bartram (2005)’s analysis of the personality trait loadings on the ‘Great Eight’ 
competency components hypothesised to underlie general performance at work.  It 
might therefore be expected that participants with specific personality traits will form 
ITPs that would be expressed as a greater likelihood to choose situational judgement 
options making use of responses keyed to matching competency-personality trait 
pairings.  This prediction is shown in Figure 6-2 as the linkage from personality trait 
via ITP to response selection.  An additional participant task was added after each 
situation was removed.  This task assessed accuracy of event recognition as well as 
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the likelihood that participants would select ‘false positive’ events that had been 
written to evoke a trait-based interpretation.  The ITP model makes no specific 
prediction about overall event recognition accuracy, however it might be expected 
that participants using ITPs will tend to commit more false positive responses to the 
matching trait-based event so participants high in conscientiousness will commit 
more false positives with the ‘conscientiousness’ trait-loaded distractor. 
Figure 6-3 illustrates how the PRPM was used to assess a model based on the 
formation and use of cognitive situation models by participants (Radvansky & Zacks, 
2011).  
Figure 6-3 
PRPM for the use of cognitive situation models 
 
Gernsbacher et. al. (1990) found that individual differences in comprehension 
of written text appeared to relate to how easily participants were able to create 
relevant mental models of the text and suppress irrelevant models.  Therefore if 
participants formed a cognitive situation model to comprehend the situation it would 
be expected that response variance amongst comprehension items forming this task 
would reflect situational differences rather than a general comprehension factor.  The 
model in Figure 6-3 also assumes that participants continue to elaborate their 
cognitive model of the situation as they complete each subsequent task.  So when 
forming situation judgements participants use the cognitive situation model to 
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perform ‘what if’ evaluations of response options by creating cognitive ‘simulations’ 
of the consequences of selecting each option (Radvansky & Zacks, 2011).  For 
example when choosing between  two response options reflecting either a ‘planning’ 
approach or a ‘relating’ approach to resolving a situation this theory suggests that 
participants will evaluate these alternatives by creating a cognitive situation model of 
each possible outcome and then use these ‘simulated’ models to decide which 
outcome has the greatest value.  It would therefore be expected that response 
variance to items in the situational judgement task will reflect a strong situational 
component rather than being determined by latent factors representing competency-
personality trait dimensions.  Finally, the cognitive situation model account predicts 
that event recognition accuracy would reflect the strength of formation of the 
cognitive situation model, as this task requires comparisons between possible events 
and the stored events forming the cognitive situation model (Radvansky and 
Copeland, 2004). 
The overall PRPM was therefore based on participant performance in three 
tasks.  These were completed by all participants as they dealt with four situations 
representative of those that might be experienced in a higher education setting.  The 
situation judgement task therefore represented a ‘will-do’ measure where there was 
no right or wrong answer. Figure 6-4 illustrates how the response alternatives were 
linked to personality traits and their manifestation in competency-based response 
options.   
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Figure 6-4 
Structure of situational judgement response options 
 
The situation comprehension and post-situation event recognition tasks formed ‘can-
do’ measures in which a measure of accuracy was computed, these are illustrated in 
Figure 6-5. 
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Figure 6-5 
Measures of situation comprehension and event recognition 
 
6.2.1 Rationale & Study 3A Hypotheses 
In study 3A the PRPM constructed to examine how latent variables contribute 
to performance was used to test a number of specific hypotheses based on the use of 
ITPs by participants.  First it was predicted that participants high in specific 
personality traits will form ITPs that would be expressed as a greater likelihood to 
choose situational judgement options making use of responses keyed to matching 
competency-personality trait pairings. 
H3-1 – Situational judgements will reflect the ITPs of participants so that SJT 
scores on relating & networking/extraversion, and on planning & 
organising/conscientiousness will correlate positively with personality scale scores 
for extraversion and conscientiousness respectively; 
Secondly, it was also predicted that participants will tend to commit more 
false positive responses to the matching trait-based event as they will be pre-disposed 
to selecting evidence consistent with their ITPs. 
H3-2 – Participants higher in personality traits of extraversion and those 
higher in conscientiousness will be more likely to have higher false positives when 
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asked to recognise events written to be compatible with extraversion or 
conscientiousness respectively. 
The PRPM was used to test the following predictions concerning the latent 
structure underlying item responses in each process if cognitive situation models 
rather than ITPs determine participant performance. 
In this model it is assumed that participants start by creating a psychological 
model of a situation through a process of comprehension that involves creating a 
congruent cognitive situation model while suppressing inconsistent interpretations.  
If this type of process is involved in understanding a situation then it is predicted that 
a measure of situation comprehension will be influenced by situational factors rather 
than personality traits or competencies which might be expected to ‘bias’ situational 
interpretation in line with pre-existing dispositions.  
H3-3 – Situation comprehension accuracy item variance will show a strong 
situational component rather than co-varying with participant competencies or 
personality traits; 
In this account of how participant’s process situational judgements it would 
be expected that they decide which situational judgement response option is ‘best’ by 
mentally simulating the likely outcome of each situation using the alternative 
response options available, and then select the response option which appears to lead 
to the ‘best’ outcome.  What constitutes what a ‘best’ outcome of course may depend 
on criteria that vary between participants.  However if either the process of 
developing possible outcomes or deciding which is ‘best’ is determined by 
participant predispositions like personality or competencies then these should 
systematically bias the choice of response options.  However if it is the process of 
developing and comparing cognitive situational models that underlies performance 
then the prediction is that situational factors should dominate situational judgement 
performance, and this is tested in the next hypothesis. 
 H3-4 – Situational judgements will show a strong situational component 
rather than co-varying with participant competencies or personality traits; 
The final prediction if participants make use of cognitive situation models is 
that their memory for the events comprising the situations that they made judgements 
about will be influenced more by differences between situations than by underlying 
pre-dispositions in personality trait or competency.  The rationale is that when 
forming a cognitive situation model to interpret which response options to select the 
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participants will by necessity be encoding the various events that occurred in the 
situation, and these will therefore be available afterwards from their cognitive 
situation model when they are asked to recognise the events. 
H3-5 – Event Recognition accuracy will show a strong situational component 
rather than co-varying with participant competencies or personality traits. 
6.2.2 Study 3A Method 
Study 3A Design 
 Study 3A is a repeated measures design in which all participants were 
presented with the same set of four situations and were asked to select 
comprehension responses, and then situation judgements and finally event 
recognition responses in each situation.  Concurrently, independent measures were 
also taken of personality traits and competencies.  To test the hypotheses based on 
the operation of ITP theory correlations were computed between the SJT scale scores 
(where SJT items from the same personality trait and competency combinations were 
combined), and total number of false positives of each type, against the independent 
measures of personality trait.  To test the hypotheses based on the operation of 
cognitive situation models the item level data was modelled in a structural equation 
model and the effect of latent variables representing the operation of cognitive 
situation models was compared to the influence of latent variables hypothesised to 
reflect individual differences in personality traits and competencies. 
Participants 
As the content of the situations was written around academic scenarios, the 
sampling strategy deliberately targeted students or former students of higher 
education likely to want to practise the use of simulation-based assessments.  A total 
of 844 participants completed online questionnaires containing the four situational-
related tasks and the additional self-assessments of personality trait and 
competencies between January 2011 and August 2012.  Participants self-selected to 
complete the questionnaire from a link available on an internet site, aimed mainly at 
graduates, used as a source of information and for practise at taking a SJT.  When 
asked why they completed the questionnaire approximately two thirds of the group 
reported that they wanted ‘to practise a SJT’, and half of the participants were ‘about 
to sit a SJT as part of a job-related assessment’. When asked how immersed they felt 
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in dealing with each situation over 80% of participants felt at least somewhat 
involved in each scenario and the percentage of participants not feeling involved 
varied from 3-16% across the scenarios.  Completion rate against the total starting 
the questionnaire was approximately 37%.  As comprehension of the written 
situations was important questionnaires completed by 534 participants (51% female) 
who indicated that their first language was English were selected for further analysis.  
Seventy percent of the participants were aged 30 or less, and 76% were attending or 
had recently attended higher education. 
 
Online questionnaire 
The online questionnaire was constructed and distributed using 
Surveymonkey.com.  The questionnaire is presented in Appendix G.   The procedure 
for completing the questionnaire after demographic questions had been completed 
was as follows for each situation: 
1. while the situation was present participants made situational judgements by 
responding to each of six possible responses using four-point likert rating 
scales indicating the extent to which they ‘would be likely’ to use each 
response option to each situation, order of different types of response was 
randomised; 
2. participants then completed three situation comprehension questions to 
indicate whether each of three statements about the situation (which is still 
displayed) were ’ true’, ‘false’ or they ‘cannot say’ given the information 
contained in the situation description (order of correct choice type was 
randomised, there was always one of each type for each situation); 
3. after each situation description was withdrawn participants were asked to 
answer three questions about their interpretation of what had happened, in 
each case one question each dealt with the protagonists (who), a prediction 
about the effects of the events (what), and reasons for the course of events 
(why), each of these questions had four mutually exclusive responses written 
to correspond to content reflecting different personality traits e.g. in response 
to the question “Who is most likely to be concerned about the quality of your 
presentation” the option “Supervisor – to keep you on track academically” is 
designed to correspond to a conscientiousness option, the other three options 
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were always written with content loaded on agreeableness, openness and 
extraversion respectively (orders were randomised); 
4. finally participants completed a recognition memory task,  items consisted of 
eight statements describing events which were true or false (orders were 
randomised) given the situation that had just been presented, six of the 
options were always false, and two of the false options were specifically 
written to correspond to two personality traits (extraversion and 
conscientiousness); 
After all situations had been presented participants completed a series of short 
self-assessments: 
5. a short two-item adjective-based measure of each of the big-five personality 
traits, the Ten Item Personality Inventory or TIPI (Gosling et. al, 2003); 
6. a set of 16 self-rated competencies, with two sets of six each designed to 
measure planning & organising and relating & networking competencies 
respectively. 
Situations 
The four situations were developed to represent a range of different types of 
interaction with other students and staff members likely to happen in higher 
educational institutions.  The situations were deliberately designed to invoke pressure 
and asked participants to consider an issue to be resolved by personal action or 
support for the actions of others.  The situations also varied in the type and number 
of events or ‘transitions’ (transitions are simple counts of changes in the situation, for 
example introducing a new protagonist is a transition) and in language complexity.  
Although these are not used as independent variables in this study, Appendix G, 
Table G1-1 summarises the structure of each situation using these metrics. 
   
Text Box 6-1 comprises a situation and then two (of the six) alternative 
courses of action to be individually rated using a four-point likert scale, each 
alternative course of action combined one competency dimension written to conform 
with one personality trait.  All alternative courses of action were positive (courses of 
action to avoid are not used) as this instrument was designed for use in a low-stakes 
context where participants will be encouraged to be open rather than to try and match 
perceived requirements (as might be the case in high-stakes assessment for a job 
position).  
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Text-Box 6-1 
Example Situation and SJT response options 
The situation: You have just started a new class during which the tutor has assigned 
you to work with four of your classmates to complete a short study. You have agreed 
to write up the report on behalf of the other four students. Each of the group has 
agreed to send you their work a week before the report is due. Three of the group 
members e-mail you their contributions before the agreed date. You have agreed 
changes and everybody is happy so far. However one of the group members, James, 
has not been in touch even after you sent a reminder. You now only have two days 
left before the report is due and you feel that without the final contribution the group 
report will not be good enough to get you all a pass mark. 
5. You re-plan the work with the rest of your group to deliver the project on 
time (Planning & Organising, Conscientiousness)* 
6. You seek out James and insist that he delivers the missing work before the 
due date or you will inform the tutor (Relating & Networking, 
Extraversion)* 
Note. * competency and trait used to design each item are shown in brackets, these 
are not displayed to participants . 
The four point Likert scale collecting behavioural preferences for each action to each 
situation is presented below: 
 I would definitely not respond this way (1); 
 I would probably not respond this way (2); 
 I would probably respond this way (3); 
 I would definitely respond this way (4). 
6.2.3 Measures 
Individual Difference Measures 
Personality Traits 
Participants completed a short two-item adjective-based measure of each the 
Big Five personality traits (extraversion, conscientiousness, emotional stability, 
agreeableness & openness) using the Ten Item Personality Inventory or TIPI 
(Gosling et. al, 2003).  Each item consisted of a seven point scale ranging from 
‘disagree strongly’ (1) to ‘agree strongly’ (7).  Each personality trait score therefore 
varied on a scale from two to 14.   
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Self-Assessed Competencies 
Participants also completed a set of 16 self-rated competencies with 
definitions drawn from the ‘Great Eight’ (Bartram, 2005).  Two sub-sets of six 
competency items each were designed to measure planning & organising and relating 
& networking competencies respectively.  Competencies were rated on four-point 
scales ranging from ‘disagree strongly’ (1) to ‘agree strongly’ (4).  Competency scale 
scores therefore varied between a minimum of six and a maximum of 24. 
PRPM Measures 
The three component processes in the PRPM, situation comprehension, 
judgement and event recognition were measured as described below. 
Comprehension 
In the comprehension task participants were asked to indicate whether three 
statements about the situation were each ’ true’, ‘false’ or they ‘cannot say’ given the 
information contained in the situation description (order of correct choice type was 
randomised, there was always one of each type for each situation). 
 
Situation Judgement 
When completing the SJT participants responded using all six response 
options to each situation for a total of 24 items.  The actual situational judgement 
measure used a four-point scale ranging from ‘would definitely not respond this way’ 
(1) to ‘would definitely respond this way’ (4).  McDaniel et. al. (2006) found that the 
use of ‘would do’ behavioural tendency response types (as opposed to ‘should do’) 
were more likely to reflect the impact of participant personality over knowledge-
based response types.  This was important in this study given that we wanted to 
maximise the use of personality traits by participants to assess the role of ITPs.  Four 
of the response options used in each scenario were specifically designed to contain 
content derived from two competencies (planning & organising, relating & 
networking) and incorporated content from two of the Big Five personality traits 
(Conscientiousness and Extraversion).  Each item comprised a combination of one 
competence and one personality trait, the pairings were always planning & 
organising with conscientiousness and relating & networking with extraversion.  The 
intention was to maximise the differentiation between the two target types of 
response options whilst using competencies paired with personality trait-based 
content that has been shown to correlate in previous work into marker traits 
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underlying competencies (Bartram, 2005).  Reference was made to SHL’s Universal 
Competency Framework (Bartram, 2012) for definitions of the competencies when 
writing items to maximise loading on target competencies.  The International 
Personality Item Pool (Goldberg, 1999) was used to examine terms and expressions 
associated with the measurement of the Big Five traits for use in writing items 
loading on target personality traits.  In total, across all 24 response items, each of the 
two target competency-personality trait dimensions was presented eight times, the 
remaining eight items were ‘distractors’ made up from contrasting competency-
personality trait content pairings.  The order of different types of these competency-
relevant responses was randomised.  Two construct-keyed scales were computed for 
the SJT responses.  One was based on items keyed as planning & organising and the 
other for the relating & networking items, each scale varied between a minimum of 
eight and a maximum of 32.   
Event Recognition 
After each situation was withdrawn participants were presented with eight 
statements describing events which were either true or false (orders randomised) 
given the situation that had just been presented, six of the options were always false, 
and two of the false options were specifically written to correspond to expressions of 
one each of two personality traits (extraversion and conscientiousness).  The number 
of false positives for each target trait could therefore range from zero to four. 
6.2.4 Study 3A Results 
Preliminary Analysis 
Means, standard deviations, scale reliabilities and correlations between the 
TIPI personality scale scores and the self-rated competencies are presented in Table 
6-1.  Most of the scales correlated significantly and positively. Examining the highest 
personality trait and competency correlations, as predicted (Bartram, 2005) - 
extraversion and relating & networking, conscientiousness and planning & 
organising  - were most highly related compared to other pairings of personality trait 
and competency. 
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Table 6-1 
Correlations between personality and competency scales 
 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Personality          
1. Extraversion 9.8 2.9 .77       
2. Agreeableness 10.4 2.3 .003 .71      
3. Conscientiousness 12.1 2.1 .180** .159** .76     
4. Emotional Stability 11.1 2.5 .272** .232** .300** .70    
5. Openness 11.4 2.0 .309** .157** .298** .173** .62   
Competencies          
6. Planning & 
Organising 
20.4 2.5 
.181** .162** .576** .281** .307** .76  
7. Relating & 
Networking 
19.0 2.4 
.453** .216** .258** .305** .334** .510** .69 
 
Note. N = 534, significance levels (two-tailed) at * p<.05, **p<.01; reliabilities are shown on the diagonal, personality scale test-retest reliabilities from Gosling et. al.(2003), competency reliability 
alpha coefficients from this study. 
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Hypothesis Testing: Predictions from ITP Theory 
To test predictions made by the ITP model  product-moment correlations 
were computed between participant personality traits and self-assessed competencies 
and output measures from the situational judgement and event recognition tasks in 
the PRPM, these are presented in Table 6-2. 
The first prediction (H3-1) based on the expected operation of ITPs as 
defined by Motowidlo et. al. (2006a, 2006b) is that participant trait conscientiousness 
has a stronger relationship to the planning & organising judgements, and participant 
extraversion has a stronger relationship to the relating and networking judgements.  
These predictions were not supported by the results as the relationships between the 
predicted ITP pairings of personality trait and equivalent SJT scale scores were both 
non-significant.   
The second prediction (H3-2) is that more conscientious or more extraverted 
participants are more likely to mistakenly accept events as ‘false positives’ when 
they are written in a way that represents expression of an equivalent ‘conscientious’ 
or ’extraverted’ content.  As none of the expected relationships between personality 
traits and false positives were significant, neither prediction was supported by the 
results. 
Although no predictions were made about the correlation of self-rated 
competencies with these output measures under ITP theory it should be noted that the 
following results were observed.  The planning & organising and relating & 
networking competencies of participants significantly predicted the selection of 
compatible situational judgements.  Planning & organising significantly predicted the 
selection of conscientiousness-expressive response options whilst relating & 
networking predicted the selection of extravert-expressive response options.  The 
implications of this result will be considered further in the discussion. 
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Table 6-2 
Correlations between individual difference measures and construct-keyed situational judgement variables 
  TIPI Personality Trait Measures Competency Measures 
  Extraversion Agreeableness Conscientiousness Emotional 
Stability 
Openness Planning & 
Organising 
Relating & 
Networking 
Construct-Keyed 
Situational 
Judgements 
Planning & 
Organising 
(Conscientious) 
.032 .023 .051 .109* .056 .099* .094* 
Relating & 
Networking 
(Extravert) 
-.007 .092* .013 .033 .060 .097* .113** 
Event False  
Positives 
Conscientious -.026 .052 .047 .044 .073 .049 .041 
Extraverted -.054 .013 -.067 -.003 .054 -.01 .028 
Note. N. 534, significance levels (two-tailed) at * p<.05, **p<.01 
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Hypothesis Testing: Predictions from use of Cognitive Situation Models 
The three predictions regarding the use of cognitive situation models (H3-3, 
H3-4 and H3-5) were tested using structural equation modelling (LISREL: Joreskog 
& Sorbom, 1999) to determine whether the item level response variance 
corresponded to the predicted structure.  The three hypotheses predict that item 
response variance in each process will be determined by latent factors representing 
the different situations.  Descriptive statistics for all item types and intercorrelations 
between items are presented in Appendix H.  
Inspection of the zero-order coefficients between the SJT items indicates 
there is a weak situational effect (analogous to an ‘exercise effect’) apparent in the 
zero order coefficients.  The average correlation coefficient across different response 
options to the same situation is 0.16, while the average coefficient within response 
options designed to represent use of a competency or use of a personality trait across 
different situations is shown in Table 6-3 and ranges from 0.09 to 0.12, the average 
correlation between “unrelated” (different situation and different competency) 
ratings is 0.08.  However, the effect size (the difference between the average 
coefficients) is very small.  
Table 6-3 
Average intercorrelations between items 
Items Average r 
Within Situations .16** 
Planning & Organising .09* 
Relating & Networking .09* 
Creating & Innovating .12** 
Supporting Others .11* 
Unrelated .08 
Note. **p<.01, *p<.05 (two-tailed). N. 534. 
 An overall PRPM of responses to the situations integrates the results from 
the situation comprehension items, the situational judgement items and the event 
recognition items (Figure 6-6 shows the overall model with Figures 6-7 to 6-10 
showing the details).  The parameters of the model that fitted the data best are 
presented in Table 6-4.  As shown in Table 6-4, several of the fit indices (Chi
2
 and 
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RMSEA parameters) indicated an adequate fit to the data and supported this model 
but GFI, AGFI, and NNFI did not indicate a good fit. The model accounted for a 
total 32% of the variance in the measures.  Figure 6-11 illustrates the path model 
based on this multi-dimensional task model.  It was predicted (H3-3) that 
comprehension accuracy would reflect the action of a situational model, however a 
single latent factor provided a better fit to the data, so this hypothesis is rejected.  
Predictions that situational judgements (H3-4) and event recognition (H3-5) would 
be compatible with a situational model are supported by the best fitting model of 
latent factors, and these parts of the final model accounted for 29% of the variance.  
The competency/trait content used to construct the situational judgement response 
options had a marginal effect on the final model and this influence is represented by 
correlated error across situational judgements sharing the same competency content.  
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Figure 6-6 
Structural equation model of PRPM 
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Figure 6-7 
Structural equation model of PRPM - Comprehension 
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Figure 6-8 
Structural equation model of PRPM – Comprehension, Judgement, Memory 
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Figure 6-9 
Structural equation model of PRPM – Judgement 
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Figure 6-10 
Structural equation model of PRPM – Memory 
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Table 6-4 
Fit statistics for the multi-dimensional PRPM 
Model x2 df GFI AGFI RMSEA NNFI SRMR SC R2 SJ R2 
ER 
R2 
Parameter Fit 
Criteria x2<2*df >.95 >.90 <.05 >.90 <.05    
Structural 
Equation Model 
Parameters 3764.3 2133 .83 .81 0.038 .73 0.057 .03 .19 .10 
 
 Note. GFI = Goodness-of-Fit Index; AGFI = Adjusted GFI; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; NNFI = Non 
normed Fit Index; SRMR = standardised root mean square residual, SC = Situation Comprehension, SJ = Situation Judgement, 
ER = Event Recognition 
Figure 6-11 
Path model of multi-dimensional PRPM 
 
Note. *standardised path coefficients significant at p<.05 (two-tailed). 
6.2.5 Study 3A Discussion 
In study 3A I used a PRPM (Ployhart, 2006) to interpret how different latent 
factors influenced how participants dealt with simulations.  In this study three stages 
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of processing of low fidelity simulations by participants were modelled by collecting 
performance measures of the comprehension, judgements about response options and 
memory for events for each situation.  This extends the traditional situational 
judgement paradigm which usually focuses only on performance at forming 
judgements about what the participant would or should do in response to a situation.  
In addition to measuring the processes hypothesised to form a PRPM, the actual 
situational judgement options were developed so that their choice represented the 
selection of competency-trait pairings.  The use of such construct-based response 
options (Weekly et. al., 2006) has had mixed success in the literature though 
Motowidlo, Diesch and Jackson (2003) found that response options designed to 
represent personality traits were generally more likely to be endorsed by participants 
with higher corresponding levels of these traits.  Construct-based response options 
were used in this study to enable predictions based on the ITP model (Motowidlo et. 
al., 2006a, 2006b) to be tested, the ITP model broadly assumes that participants with 
higher levels of a personality trait will select response options making use of this trait 
as they implicitly evaluate these options as being more effective.  The results do not 
support the use of ITPs by participants in this study.  The first hypothesis predicts 
that participants higher in conscientiousness are more likely to differentially select 
the composite planning & organising/conscientiousness response options and 
participants higher in extraversion would select the relating & networking/extravert 
responses.  Neither prediction was supported by the results.  The second hypothesis 
predicted that participants who form ITPs coincident with their personality traits are 
also more susceptible to the selection of consistent trait-based descriptions of events 
that did not occur in the situation (false positives) when these were presented after 
the situation has been withdrawn.  Again this hypothesis was not supported by the 
results.  There was no correlation between participant personality traits and selection 
of ‘trait-loaded’ events.   
To explain these results, a number of points should be made about ITPs.  
First, ITPs did not consistently appear in previous studies, for example Motowidlo et. 
al. (2006a) found that ITPs appeared to form for some traits but not for others and 
one explanation is that traits like agreeableness and extraversion are more likely to 
link to ITPs relevant to the interpersonal situations often used in SJTs whilst traits 
like openness and conscientiousness do not link to relevant ITPs.  A second 
explanation may be that ITPs do not form as strongly for situations in the educational 
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situations used in this study as co-operative norm-pressures and institutional 
compliance is perhaps weaker than that found in employer organisations (Chatman & 
Flynn, 2001).  A third explanation is that the methodology used in this study differed 
from those used before, for example Motowidlo et. al. (2006b) explicitly made use of 
a mixture of agreeable and disagreeable response options, unlike this study where all 
response options were positively expressed.  Finally, another difference in this study 
was the use of response options based on competency-trait pairings.  The approach 
used here is consistent with Bartram’s (2005) model that traits represent more distal 
latent factors that are expressed in behavioural terms as proximal competencies, with 
a different loading of traits on each competency.  The behavioural expression of each 
competency is therefore partially moderated by the joint effect of these distal 
personality traits.  The use of competencies rather than pure trait-based response 
options was a deliberate strategy in this study given the pervasiveness of their use in 
applied practice (Sparrow, 2005).  Although not predicted by the ITP model the 
results from this study provide some support for a position where it is competency-
strength not trait-strength per se that disposes participants to select matching 
situational judgement response options.  Significant albeit weak correlations were 
observed between self-rated competencies and relevant construct-based situational 
judgement performance (higher planning & organising/relating & networking 
competency respectively correlated with a higher likelihood to select planning & 
organising/relating & networking situational judgement response options).  The 
‘distal’ personality traits of conscientiousness and extraversion loaded at moderate 
levels on the ‘proximal’ competencies of planning & organising and relating & 
networking respectively.  One way of viewing these results that may have relevance 
for the future development of the ITP model is that ‘trait complex’ links (Ackerman 
and Beier, 2003) rather than ‘single-trait’ links to procedural knowledge are of more 
general relevance to performance in educational and work contexts. 
The PRPM developed in study 3A was also designed to examine whether the 
latent factors underlying performance in the comprehension, situational judgement 
and event recognition tasks were compatible with the formation of cognitive situation 
models by participants (Radvansky & Copeland, 2004; Radvansky & Zacks, 2011).  
Three hypotheses were tested in each of which it was proposed that the structure of 
responses to situation comprehension, situational judgement and event recognition 
items would co-vary with latent factors representing the use of a cognitive situation 
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model.  A structural equation model was used to model all item-level responses in 
order to test these hypotheses, the hypotheses each assume that if cognitive situation 
models have been formed by participants then this would be manifested by a 
situational rather than a dimensional (competency-trait) dominated latent structure of 
the item-based measurement model.  The structural equation model providing the 
best fit to the results contained a single latent factor underlying comprehension 
performance so the hypothesis is rejected that comprehension involved the formation 
of a cognitive structural model by participants (Gernsbacher et.al., 1990).  The 
second hypothesis proposed that situational judgements reflect the use of a cognitive 
situation model and the latent factor underlying performance is consistent with this, 
however, the competency structure underlying the responses also accounted for a 
small part of the variance (represented by shared variance in the final model between 
items sampling the same competencies) and so the second hypothesis is partially 
supported.  The third hypothesis that event recognition memory is based on the use 
of a cognitive situation model is supported by the latent structure of recognition 
responses. 
Some limitations with respect to the structural equation model should be 
noted.  First although some of the goodness of fit criteria lay within conventional 
limits this was not true of all and an examination of the residuals in the model 
suggested significant scope for optimisation.  Secondly, the standardised path 
coefficients illustrated in Figure 6-7 were not uniformly significant across the 
different situations.  This suggests that more work is needed on the measurement 
model to improve the reliability of model components.  For this reason these results 
should be treated as indicative and in need of replication. 
The overall PRPM showing the best fit to the data indicated that a unitary 
comprehension process plays a role in making judgements about responses to 
situations, and also helped to encode information about events to aid subsequent 
accurate recognition.  However, judgement behaviour was mainly determined by 
situational aspects with trait-based latent factors having a minor degree of influence 
over responses.  Event recognition accuracy also appears to depend on the use of a 
cognitive situation model.  One interpretation of these results is that performance 
requiring access to an encoding of the situation, when deciding what the best 
response is, or whether an event occurred or not, is more likely to be reliant on the 
formation of a cognitive situation model.  This might explain why the comprehension 
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process, which requires the participant to examine the situation as it is presented, 
does not rely on the use of a cognitive situation model.  However the accuracy of the 
process of comprehension may in turn influence the construction of a cognitive 
situation model, and this is consistent with some of the results in the structural 
equation model (Figure 6-7). 
The latent structure underlying item responses made to situational judgement 
and event recognition is therefore consistent with an explanation where performance 
is task or situation-based rather than one which is trait based, this is analogous to 
similar findings with assessment centres where multivariate analysis of performance 
often recovers a strong ‘exercise’ effect (Hoffman, 2012).  Schmitt and Chan (2006) 
summarise previous factor analytic studies of SJTs in which the typical finding is 
that a single performance or judgement factor accounts for the results with remaining 
variance typically accounted for by un-interpretable factors.  It is difficult to 
generalise as to why previous studies of SJTs do not recover a more differentiated 
structure as SJTs vary in the complexity of the situations, in the number of situations 
and in the way response options are obtained.  However, Westring et. al. (2009) 
recovered strong and interpretable situational and trait-based components when they 
modelled the influence of situations and goal orientation to differentiate their 
influence over performance in an academic context, they argued that one has to 
systematically model situational effects to isolate their influence. 
If the PRPM developed to represent the way participants deal with these 
situations is based on the encoding of cognitive situation models, then it might be 
reasonable to expect that a measure of encoding accuracy (also derived from the 
PRPM) will correlate positively with successful performance in making judgements 
and interpretations about situations.  I tested this prediction in study 3B. 
6.3 Study 3B: The Relationships between Situation Comprehension, 
Judgement, Interpretation & Event Recognition Performance 
In study 3B I used a PRPM to investigate how measures reflecting the 
‘accuracy’ of situational judgements and a new measure based on ‘accuracy’ of 
situational interpretations were related to processes of situation comprehension and 
event recognition.  From study 3A it was concluded that the measure of 
comprehension reflects the action of a performance model that does not make use of 
cognitive situation models, but may contribute to their formation.  While the measure 
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of event recognition accuracy does reflect how well participants have formed 
cognitive situation models.  If cognitive situation models play a part in mediating 
successful situational judgement and interpretation it might be expected that higher 
performing participants will also demonstrate higher levels of event recognition.  
Radvansky and Copeland (2004) found that the development of a stronger cognitive 
situation model correlated with measures of event recognition.  The PRPM used in 
study 3B consisted of four processes – comprehension, situational judgement, post-
situation interpretation and event recognition.  The model tested in study 3B (Figure 
6-12) was a modified version of that used in study 3A to represent the use of 
cognitive situation models by participants (Radvansky & Zacks, 2011).  In this 
model comprehension accuracy was assumed to directly strengthen the formation of 
situational models used when selecting responses and when recognizing events.  In 
addition to situational judgements a new task of choosing which interpretation best 
represented each situation was added.  It was assumed that choosing response options 
about either what to do or what happened in the situation depend on the use of a 
cognitive situation model to generate mental ‘what if’ models on the basis of which 
the most appropriate response option was chosen. 
In study 3B situational judgement and interpretation responses were scored 
against a criterion defining accuracy, a technique commonly used in operational 
SJTs.  There are three main approaches to defining a scoring key for a set of 
situational judgement items.  The first two methods attempt to define ‘correct’ 
responses using either empirical keying (consensus of a group of experts) or rational 
keying (using expert judgement) (Weekley et. al., 2006).  The third approach, 
theoretical or construct-keying is exemplified by the approach used in study 3A 
where the content of the response options was used to assign scores as being 
indicative of a ‘situational’ competency/personality trait.  When reviewing the range 
of scoring methods that have been used in SJTs, Bergman et. al. (2006) concluded 
that the method adopted should be selected depending on the purpose for which the 
measures are to be used. 
  
181 
 
 
Figure 6-12 
Extended PRPM: using cognitive situation models to judge and interpret 
accurate responses 
 
 
6.3.1  Rationale & Study 3B Hypotheses 
In study 3B an empirical approach was therefore used to define the 
‘accuracy’ of the response options to situation judgement and interpretation, and 
therefore to select one response option as being ‘correct’ or best for each situation.  
To develop this scoring key a small group of respondents was defined as the 
‘experts’ and their responses to the situation judgement and interpretation items were 
used to identify the ‘correct’ choices.  In study 3B the intention was to model 
judgement accuracy based on the degree to which participants selected response 
options consistent with those selected by an ‘expert’ group.  In this case the 
‘expertise’ of the group was defined by a high level of comprehension of the 
situations whilst the members of this group also shared demographic characteristics 
that would be expected of a group experienced in dealing with academic situations.  
Motowidlo & Beier (2010) used a related approach where scoring keys based on the 
responses of different groups of participants were used to represent the degree of 
‘saturation’ of experience and therefore to make inferences about SJT performance 
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based on expected formation of procedural knowledge when dealing with situations.  
Situational judgements of participants were therefore scored for ‘accuracy’ if they 
picked the same response options as those selected by an ‘expert group’ experienced 
in dealing with academic situations and who have demonstrated perfect 
comprehension of the situations presented.  It was predicted that participants who 
have formed stronger cognitive situation models will form more accurate situational 
judgements.    
H3-6 – Event recognition performance is associated with higher situational 
judgement accuracy after effects of comprehension, competency and personality 
traits are taken into account; 
In study 3B we extended the SJT paradigm by adding a situation 
interpretation task in which participants were prompted to answer three probe 
questions for each situation.  The probes were based on the personae, their goals and 
motivations, and causative factors in each situation.  Situational interpretations were 
also scored for ‘accuracy’ where participants selected the same interpretation as 
those selected by the ‘expert group’.  It was predicted that participants who formed 
stronger cognitive situation models will select more accurate situational 
interpretations, where ‘accuracy’ is determined by consensus amongst the expert 
group.  Empirically-scored situational judgements tend to correlate with both 
cognitive ability and personality traits.  McDaniel et. al. (2003) found stable meta-
analytic correlations between SJT accuracy and cognitive ability, agreeableness, 
conscientiousness and emotional stability.  If cognitive situation models are 
associated with stronger event recognition memory, and this measure can serve as a 
‘marker’ of their formation, then it would be expected that event recognition would 
accounts for unique or incremental variance in situational judgement and 
interpretation over and above measures of participant comprehension, competency 
and personality traits.  This prediction is expressed in the following hypothesis. 
H3-7 – Event recognition performance is associated with higher situation 
interpretation accuracy after effects of comprehension, competency and personality 
traits are taken into account. 
6.3.2 Study 3B Method 
Study 3B Design 
 Study 3B is a repeated measures design in which all participants were 
presented with the same set of four situations and were asked to select responses for 
  
183 
 
comprehension, situation judgement, situation interpretation and event recognition. 
Concurrently, independent measures were also taken of personality traits and 
competencies.  Scales were computed representing accuracy of situation 
comprehension, judgement, interpretation and event recognition.  The hypotheses 
were tested by computing multiple regressions of situation comprehension and event 
recognition accuracy, personality traits and competencies onto situational judgement 
accuracy and then onto situational interpretation accuracy. 
Participants and Procedure  
We used the same participants and procedure from study 3A in study 3B.  
The questionnaire used is presented in Appendix G. 
6.3.3 Measures 
Individual Difference Measures 
The measures of personality trait from the TIPI instrument and the self-
assessed competency questionnaire described in study 3A were re-used. 
PRPM Measures 
Two scales were derived from the item responses used in the comprehension 
and the event recognition components of this PRPM.   
Situation Comprehension 
The situation comprehension scale was based on the total number of 
statements accurately classified as being ‘true’, ‘false’ or ‘cannot say’ across all four 
situations.  Scores ranged from zero to 12.   
Event Recognition 
An event recognition scale was based on the total number of post-situation 
event statements accurately classified as ‘hits’ (where the event happened) added to 
the total number of ‘correct rejections’ (where the event did not occur) across all four 
situations.  Scores ranged from zero to 32.   
Situation Judgement & Interpretation Accuracy 
Two new empirically-keyed concurrent ‘criterion’ variables were introduced 
for situation judgement and interpretation.  Each of these new variables represents an 
accuracy score where accuracy was defined by the responses made by an expert 
group. The expert group were selected to be representative of those showing a good 
understanding of the situations and having current or recent experience of academic 
situations as evident from the following characteristics: 
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a. Perfect (100%) scores on the situation comprehension scale; 
b. Attending or within five years of attending an institution of further 
education. 
The ‘expert’ group consisted of 13 participants (age range was from 21 to 43 years, 
eight were female and five male) who were removed from all subsequent analyses.   
Situation Judgement Accuracy 
The ‘correct’ situation judgements were defined as those for which more than 
60% of the ‘expert’ group rated that option as either a three or a four on the likert 
rating scale, this formed a scale with a maximum of 12 items.   
Situation Interpretation accuracy 
The ‘correct’ situation interpretations were defined as the option (there are 
always four options as described above) selected by 60% or more of the ‘expert’ 
group, this formed a scale with a maximum of 11 items. 
 6.3.4 Study 3B Results 
Preliminary Analysis 
Means, standard deviations, measures of dispersion and scale reliabilities for 
the four new measures introduced in study 3B are presented in Table 6-5. 
Table 6-5 
Descriptive statistics for the measures used in study 3B 
Measure M SD Skewness Kurtosis Coefficient Alpha 
Situation 
Comprehension 
8.49 1.70 -.552 -.092 .25 
Event 
Recognition 
24.12 2.89 -.714 1.677 .51 
Situational 
Judgement 
10.32 1.47 -1.231 2.571 .39 
Situational 
Interpretation 
7.84 1.57 -.450 .253 .19 
Note: N. 534. 
 
All four scales were negatively skewed reflecting a generally high level of 
accuracy across all measures.  Scale reliabilities were generally low with only the 
event recognition scale approaching acceptable levels, this is likely to reflect the low 
number of items used in the other scales.  It should be noted that alpha-based 
reliability is generally low for SJT type scales and may underestimate true reliability, 
for this reason the test-retest method is recommended for operational SJTs (Whetzel 
& McDaniel, 2009).  The correlations between the situation comprehension and the 
event recognition scales, including correlations with the personality and self-rated 
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competency measures are presented in Table 6-6.  Situation comprehension 
correlated positively with event recognition performance.  Participants with stronger 
situation comprehension scores tended to score significantly higher on emotional 
stability and agreeableness. 
Table 6-6 
First Order Pearson Product Moment Correlations between situation 
comprehension, event recognition, personality and competency scales 
Predictor Variable Situation Comprehension Event Recognition 
Extraversion .037 .069 
Agreeableness .133* .004 
Conscientiousness .061 .045 
Emotional Stability .111* .044 
Openness .067 -.017 
Planning & Organising .039 .073 
Relating & Networking .016 -.006 
Event Recognition .241** - 
Note. N. 534, significance levels (two-tailed) at * p<.05, **p<.01 
Study 3B Hypothesis Testing 
The predictions based on the hypotheses in study 3B were that higher event 
recognition performance will correlate postively and significantly with accuracy of 
situational judgements (H3-6) and interpretation (H3-7).  Product-moment 
correlations presented in Table 6-7 are positive and significant between event 
recognition and situation judgement and interpretation scores and support the 
hypotheses.  As several other measures also correlated positively with the situation 
judgement and interpretation criteria multiple regressions were used to estimate the 
unique variance of each. 
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Table 6-7 
Correlations between predictor variables and situational judgement and 
interpretation accuracy 
Predictor Variables Situation Judgement ‘Accuracy’ Situational Interpretation 
‘Accuracy’ 
Extraversion .04 .11* 
Agreeableness .12** .08 
Conscientiousness .06 .24** 
Emotional Stability .11** .18** 
Openness .07 .08 
Planning & Organising .05 .13** 
Relating & Networking .11* .06 
Situation Comprehension .19** .18** 
Event Recognition .14** .26** 
Note. N. 534, significance levels (two-tailed) at * p<.05, **p<.01 
The predictor variables were entered into a stepwise multiple regression 
against situational judgement accuracy and the result is presented in Table 6-8.  
Situation comprehension and event recognition (as predicted) together with relating 
& networking competency accounted for 6% of the variance in situational judgement 
accuracy (R
2
 = .06, p<.05).  Although event recognition contributed positively to the 
final model the absolute contribution in terms of variance was weaker than that of 
comprehension – this result provides partial support for the first hypothesis (H3-6). 
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Table 6-8 
Final Regression Model for Situational Judgement Accuracy (N = 534) 
Variable B SE B β 
Situation Comprehension .14 .037 .16** 
Relating & Networking .07 .025 .11* 
Event Recognition .06 .022 .11* 
 
The predictor variables were also entered into a stepwise multiple regression 
against situational interpretation accuracy and the result is presented in Table 6-9.  
As predicted (H3-7) event recognition accounted for significant amounts of variance 
together with conscientiousness, weaker contributions to total variance were 
accounted for by situation comprehension and emotional stability. A total of 14% 
variance in situational interpretation accuracy was accounted for in the final model 
(R
2
 = .14, p<.05). 
Table 6-9 
Final Regression Model for Situational Interpretation Accuracy (N = 534) 
Variable B SE B β 
Event Recognition .12 .023 .22** 
Conscientiousness .14 .031 .19** 
Situation Comprehension .10 .04 .10* 
Emotional Stability .06 .03 .10* 
 
6.3.5 Study 3B Discussion 
In study 3B I applied two innovative procedures within an overall PRPM 
(Ployhart, 2006) approach to understanding how participants deal with simulations.  
The first was the use of an event recognition scale to act as a ‘marker’ for the 
formation of cognitive situation models.  The assumption is that improved 
performance in event recognition reflects the formation of a more accurate cognitive 
situation model.  In turn, a more accurate cognitive model of the situation provides a 
basis for higher performance when making situational judgements.  The second 
innovation was the use of a new task, situation interpretation, to examine what 
participants thought caused the events in the situation to happen and then to compare 
these interpretations against those reached by an expert group to establish accuracy 
scores.  The results are consistent with the predictions that event recognition 
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performance is associated with more accurate performance in situational judgement 
and interpretation.  Although event recognition correlated positively with situation 
comprehension score, event recognition accounted for unique variance when 
regressed against situation judgement and interpretation accuracy.  The incremental 
variance accounted for by event recognition exceeded that accounted for by situation 
comprehension in the interpretation task but not the judgement task. 
It is of note that the ‘proximal’ competency measure ‘relating and 
networking’ but none of the ‘distal’ personality traits predicted situation judgement.  
However, the ‘distal’ personality traits of conscientiousness and emotional stability 
but neither competency was associated with interpretation accuracy.  This may 
reflect the nature of the content-loading on the measures used.  
The stable contribution of situation comprehension to accurate performance 
in both tasks may reflect the contribution of the facet of cognitive ability 
(abbreviated as Grw) associated with verbal comprehension (McGrew, 2005).  It may 
be hypothesised that cognitive ability per se contributes to accurate comprehension 
and construction of cognitive situation models but may not directly affect their use.  
This is consistent with Radvansky & Copeland (2004)’s finding that event 
recognition correlated more highly with measures of cognitive situation model 
formation than did measures of general cognitive ability like working span.  
Cognitive working span is used as one of the marker tasks for the fluid component of 
general cognitive ability (Unsworth, Heitz, Schrock & Engle, 2005). 
These results are therefore consistent with what would be expected if 
cognitive situation models do play a role in accounting for individual differences in 
dealing with simulations.  Amongst models that make use of individual 
interpretations of the situation neither the ITP model (Motowidlo et. al., 2006a, 
2006b) nor the ‘ability to identify criteria’ or ATIC model (Klehe et. al, 2012) appear 
to account for why superior event recognition should be associated with improved 
performance in these kinds of simulations.  However, improved memory for events is 
associated with the formation of stronger cognitive situation models (Radvansky & 
Copeland, 2001). 
It is possible that event recognition performance is not an indicator of 
cognitive situation model formation but was affected by the order in which the 
various simulation tasks were carried out in the study.  As the event recognition task 
was last in the sequence of processing of each situation it may have been affected by 
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how well participants performed the situational judgement and interpretation tasks 
which preceded it.  For example the ‘depth of processing’ (Anderson & Reder, 1979) 
of the situations by participants might have influenced the degree to which they 
elaborated their memories.  In this explanation more accurate responses by 
participants are associated with stronger memories for what happened in each 
situation.  However it is difficult to see how an elaboration of stronger event 
memories resulted from tasks in which accuracy is defined by the responses chosen 
not by the content of the actual situations, however it remains a possibility to be 
addressed in future research. 
The main conclusion from study 3B is that the results are consistent with 
what might be expected if cognitive situation models are formed and used by 
participants, and a unique part of the individual differences in performance at dealing 
with simulated situations is due to how effectively they form and apply these models.  
6.4 Overall Study 3 Discussion 
The studies reported here were designed to introduce and test a new model to 
help explain individual differences in behaviour when participants deal with 
situations in assessment simulations.  The model assumes that participants vary in the 
effectiveness with which they develop and use a cognitive representation of the 
situation.  This mechanism may help explain the ‘exercise effect’ (Sackett & Dreher, 
1982) where performance across apparently unrelated areas of behaviour co-varies 
more closely within a situation than do the same or closely related areas of behaviour 
across situations.  The application of this model may also help address construct 
validity issues in SJTs (McDaniel et. al., 2006).  In order to test this model the 
situational judgement paradigm used was changed by adding task performance 
measures aimed at tapping into participant response processes (Ployhart, 2006) when 
dealing with simulations.  The PRPMs developed were used to assess participant 
performance on a range of tasks including situation comprehension, judgement, 
interpretation and event recognition in order to explore; (a) the latent variables that 
accounted for performance in each task and (b) inter-relationships between task 
performance and measures of relevant competencies and personality traits. 
By manipulating the scoring criteria used in the situation judgement and 
interpretation tasks in order to develop different measurement scales it was possible 
to make inferences about the contribution of different latent variables to 
performance.  A helpful distinction has been made by Jansen et. al. (2011) between 
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the ‘nominal’ situation, which implies a consensual interpretation of a situation as 
opposed to the ‘psychological’ situation as construed by the individual.  The 
measures used to define situation judgement and interpretation ‘accuracy’, as is the 
case for most operational SJTs (McDaniel et. al., 2006), refer to how closely a 
participant adheres to response options as consensually defined.  In the cognitive 
situation judgement model the implication is that higher performing individuals share 
or weight the same ‘what if’ outcomes as defined by the ‘expert’ group.  However, in 
the studies reported here there is no direct measure of the actual ‘psychological’ 
model formed by individuals analogous to that developed to measure participant 
ability to identify selection criteria (Kleinmann et. al., 2011).  One way of addressing 
this is to develop concurrent measures of individual and normative situation 
interpretations in order to better explore how individual cognitive situation models 
are formed and harnessed to meet the often socially or organizationally defined 
outcomes that are required for success. 
The overall results of the two studies are consistent with an explanation that 
assumes that the detail of participant behaviour is organised to meet situational 
demands when making judgements and remembering events (study 3A) and 
situational judgements and interpretation ‘accuracy’ is associated with better memory 
for events (study 3B).  I argue that these results are consistent with individual 
performance differences based on the formation and use of cognitive situation 
models (Radvansky & Zacks, 2011).  Cognitive situation models therefore represent 
a latent moderator variable in helping to determine simulation performance.  One 
advantage of pursuing this interpretation rather than continuing to try and decompose 
SJT performance solely into contributions from procedural knowledge, cognitive 
trait and personality trait components (McDaniel et. al., 2006) is that it opens up a 
route to more generalised explanations of performance in situations consistent with 
parallel approaches like sense-making (Gessner & Klimoski, 2006) and the strong 
tradition of situational awareness in the human factors literature (Endsley, 2004). 
Where next?  Although the results from these studies suggest that cognitive 
situation models may play a role in simulations it is important that we obtain more 
evidence about how cognitive situation models form and are used.  In study 3 it was 
also clear that other factors including comprehension (possibly a facet of cognitive 
ability) and personality traits are either directly or indirectly, via personality trait 
expression in competencies (Bartram, 2005), associated with improved performance 
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in simulations.  Understanding how each of these variables interact and the 
mechanisms that mediate their interrelationships with concepts like cognitive 
situation models is likely to improve our understanding of how people deal with 
situations.  This type of account also provides an integrated explanation of how 
cognitive ability and personality traits influence behaviour in simulated and real 
situations. 
In summary, individual differences in how situations are understood and 
remembered help predict situational judgement and interpretation.  This suggests that 
a mechanism involving the formation and use of cognitive situation models may be 
helpful in explaining the conundrum that appears whenever simulations are used in 
assessment: that they work but appear to have poor construct validity (Sackett & 
Dreher, 1982; McDaniel et. al. 2003).  These results suggest that by explicitly 
measuring individual differences in cognitive situation model formation and use, a 
richer model of performance in assessment simulations can be built.   
In study 4 I therefore examined how cognitive situation models develop and 
are used when participants transfer experience across different situations. 
6.5 Summary 
Study 3 made use of a methodology suggested by Ployhart (2006) in which 
PRPMs are developed in order to deconstruct the response processes that participants 
use when they deal with complex situations.  In study 3A a PRPM model is 
developed making use of a separate measures of participant comprehension, 
judgement and event recognition.  This enabled hypotheses derived from Motowidlo 
et. al.‘s (2006a, 2006b) ITP theory, which assumes that participant predispositions 
based on personality traits influence SJT performance, to be tested.  Predictions from 
ITP theory were not substantiated.  However, hypotheses based on the Event 
Cognition theory (Radvansky & Zacks, 2014) in which it is assumed that 
performance is moderated by the formation and use of cognitive situation models by 
participants did receive some support. 
In study 3B measures of individual differences in personality trait, 
competencies, situation comprehension and event recognition accuracy were 
regressed onto situational judgement and onto situational interpretation performance.  
The results indicated that cognitive situation model use may play an important part in 
moderating performance over and above the influence of personality traits and 
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competencies.  This is an approach that has not been used before in the research 
literature with regard to how people deal with SJTs and holds promise for the future. 
The methods used and the results from Study 3 are compatible with the 
overall research aims of this thesis.  Primarily these results suggest that a broader 
interpretation of how people deal with situations might help us to understand the 
psychological constructs that apply in SJTs and (by extension) assessment centres. In 
particular, this approach holds promise as a first step in exploring how to measure the 
psychological processes that might account for individual differences, that to date, 
have created construct validity problems when recourse is made only to trait-based 
latent variables.  The next step in this research is to examine how the structure and 
content of situations might affect individual differences in the development and use 
of cognitive situation models.   
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Chapter 7 
Study 4:  The development and use of cognitive situation 
models and their impact on performance when making 
judgements about work simulations 
 
7.1 Introduction 
In study 3 I developed the situational judgement test (SJT) paradigm in two 
ways.  The situations used were richer and comprised scenarios with a series of 
events and protagonists.  In addition to situational judgements, measures were also 
taken of participant comprehension of the situation, accuracy of recognition memory 
(encoding) for events that occurred and interpretation of events.  Results from study 
3 indicated that additional measures based on how well participants comprehended 
and remembered events occurring in the situations predicted SJT performance. 
Performance was also partially attributable to individual differences in personality 
trait-related competencies.  I argued that this is consistent with a cognitively 
mediated account of behaviour in these simulations, and one mechanism that may 
afford improved performance is the formation of a better cognitive situation model.  
In study 4 I investigated how cognitive situation models might form and the degree 
to which individual differences in model formation co-varied with performance in 
dealing with low fidelity work simulations.  In this study I investigated the transfer of 
training from a Practise SJT to a Transfer SJT to explore a) how cognitive situation 
models develop, and b) the extent to which specific prompting in identifying task-
relevant cues in situations improved transfer to new situations and to a new task. 
7.1.1 Linking the use of cognitive situation models to competencies 
In study 4 I developed a rationale for how cognitive situation models could 
mediate performance.  To do this I operationalized how different components found 
to be important in cognitive situation formation could mediate behaviour.  In this 
study the goal facing participants was accurate discrimination of SJT response 
options compatible with three specified target competencies. This is a task that often 
faces participants when they are assessed for roles whether they are informed 
beforehand of the competencies of interest to an organisation or have to infer what 
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they are during the actual assessment (Lievens & DeSoete, 2012).  This goal was 
maintained across the Practise and the Transfer SJT.  Behaviours consistent with 
each of these competencies were explicitly linked to situational components or cues 
found to consistently underlie cognitive situation model formation (Therriault et. al., 
2006).  So the SJT-based competency of ‘persuading’ was linked to the dimension of 
intentionality (the goals of protagonists in the scenarios), the rationale was that to 
successfully persuade someone requires awareness of their goals.  The SJT-based 
competency of ‘planning’ was linked to understanding the causal factors that 
underlie successful or unsuccessful outcomes, as these factors are the types of things 
that need to be taken into account when planning and organising.  And finally, the 
SJT-based competency of ‘strategising’ was linked to understanding the goals of the 
organisation and its leaders (causality and intentionality of leaders), as these goals 
help define the objectives of organizational strategy.  These links were then 
reinforced in a specific manipulation for the Training group in a different way than 
for the Control group.  
7.1.2 Manipulating awareness of situation cues for each competency 
Secondly, I applied a prompting method, based on use of the situation content 
itself, aimed at reinforcing awareness of the cues in each situation that were relevant 
to the task expected of participants.  Kurby and Zacks (2008) described how event 
segmentation mediates the formation of cognitive situation models.  Event 
segmentation is hypothesised to represent the process by which people pick up cues 
to changes in their environment, specifically to predict whether their ongoing 
behaviour is still appropriate or whether new contingencies apply and behaviour 
therefore needs to be modified.  In Kurby and Zacks’ paradigm people are simply 
asked to read text or observe a motion picture and to indicate when natural events 
start or stop.  Kurby & Zacks (2008) found a high degree of consistency as to what 
these points are, and they also found that these event discontinuities related to 
subsequent processes of situation comprehension and memory.  These event 
discontinuities are often identified with changes in protagonist, causality, 
intentionality, space and time i.e. the components of cognitive situation models 
(Zacks & Tversky, 2001).  In the Training condition I adapted this event 
segmentation procedure to explicitly cue participants to pay attention to each of the 
competency-relevant aspects of situations (goals of protagonists in the scenario, 
causes of successful outcomes, organisational and leadership goals) while in the 
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Control condition participants were simply asked to monitor for significant but 
undifferentiated events.  This study therefore used a transfer of training paradigm 
(Grossman & Salas, 2011) where two groups of participants received different types 
of treatments.  The Training group received specific practise aimed at improving 
awareness of situational components hypothesised as being important in building a 
relevant cognitive situation model.  The Control group received equivalent exposure 
to the development materials but did not undergo the same specific practise.  The 
rationale is that cueing components of the situation relevant to the formation of a 
cognitive situation model, that is more appropriate for each SJT-based competency, 
will aid judgements in which the target competency has to be discriminated from 
alternatives. Figure 7-1 provides an overview of the tasks facing participants in study 
4 and how cognitive situation models are hypothesised to mediate performance on 
the SJT tasks.  In the model illustrated in Figure 7-1 the level of cueing in event 
segmentation is assumed to influence the development of the cognitive situation 
model(s) used by participants to represent the situations presented in the Practise 
SJT.  The task facing participants is to select SJT responses that comply with the 
goals of persuading others, planning or strategizing.  When evaluating response 
options it is assumed that the effect of choosing each response option is mentally 
simulated by producing a ‘what if’ situation representation that is used to assess 
whether the outcome meets one of the goals that has been set.  When the Transfer 
SJT is presented it is also assumed that relevant aspects of the situation model 
generated in response to the Practise SJT will generalise and facilitate performance. 
The hypothesised mechanism for this improved performance on transfer is the 
detection of cues relevant to the ‘what if’ contingencies that identify response 
options meeting the target goals of persuading others, planning and strategizing. 
It was expected that this cueing would affect the actual events that were 
selected or segmented by participants in the Training and Control groups, and this 
was measured.  It was also expected that the Training group would build a more 
relevant situational model and as a result show better transfer of performance from 
the Practise SJT to the Transfer SJT.   
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Figure 7-1 
Role of cognitive situation models in mediating practise and transfer tasks 
  
7.1.3 Assessing how cognitive situation models are adapted and used 
Simulations, particularly higher fidelity simulations, require that participants 
create a range of performance outputs as the situation or task demands change.  
These changes are fundamental to the formation, adaption and use of cognitive 
situation models.  Radvansky and Zacks (2011) argue that cognitive situation models 
are created and are updated through four processes, these are, in an approximately 
increasing order of likely complexity, as follows: 
a. Model creation based on initial event segmentation and development of the 
situation model; 
b. Model elaboration as new information and changes (in the physical 
situation or based on interpretation) are incorporated into the existing 
situation model; 
c. Model transformation as new information forces a change in the cognitive 
situation model as situation components including protagonists, their 
intentionality, time, space or causality changes; 
d. Model blending as alternative situation models are combined when it is 
realised that they form part of the same situation model. 
  
197 
 
It is therefore likely that individual differences will become most apparent 
when situation and task demands combine in a way that requires that the cognitive 
situation model that has been formed faces more complex processes of 
transformation or blending.  In study 4, performance of the SJT tasks requires that 
the participant evaluates the various competing response options, and therefore the 
outcomes that might play out in a situation as each is chosen (Figure 7-1).  In this 
case the process of model blending may be hypothesised as the basis for individual 
differences in performance if participants use cognitive situation models to mentally 
simulate each potential outcome, and then choose the best option to extend the 
original cognitive situation model.  In order to assess the model transformation 
process, in which an existing situation model needs to be adapted, I added an 
additional task in the Transfer condition. Three versions of the same information 
ordering task were used for this purpose.  Each information ordering task required 
participants to prioritise information presented in the situations to meet a specific 
goal.  These goals represented the same areas used in the SJT-based competencies, 
one required prioritisation of information with the goal of persuading others, and the 
other two information ordering tasks prioritised information for planning and 
strategizing.  It was expected that participants with more relevant cognitive situation 
models would find it easier to effect the model transformation needed to isolate 
elements and place them into an optimal priority order.  Figure 7-1 illustrates how 
this additional task is linked to the use of the cognitive situation model formed to 
represent the situations presented as part of the Transfer SJT.  Each of the 
information ordering tasks used in study 4 required that specific elements in the 
situation were prioritised against one of the goals (persuading others, planning, 
strategizing).  It was expected that participants who had already developed a 
cognitive situation model representing how to achieve these goals would find it 
easier to transform the use of this model to the representation needed to successfully 
prioritise the information in the situation to complete this task. 
7.1.4 Measuring situation model formation 
In order to directly measure cognitive situation model formation I applied a 
metric developed for this purpose available in the research literature.  Radvansky and 
Copeland (2004) adapted this method, first developed by Schmalhofer and Glavanov 
(1986), to diagnose how situations were encoded by participants.  In study 4 events 
that actually occurred in the situations to which participants had been exposed were 
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used in an event recognition task after the Transfer SJT was completed and the 
situations had been withdrawn.  The material in this recognition task consisted of a 
series of short sentences or phrases representing each of the following types of items 
(note: examples used below based on Radvansky & Copeland, 2004):  
a. verbatim item – were exact duplicates of sentences from the text, for 
example, if the exact phrase ‘The driver filled up the petrol tank’ appeared in 
the text, the surface form was reproduced to create this type of item; 
b. paraphrase item – generated using the textbase form of sentences that re-
state the original sentence in a different way, for example ‘The petrol tank 
was filled up by the driver’; 
c. inference item – these were sentences that were not presented, but which 
were consistent with the situation form and therefore valid at a semantic level 
e.g. ‘The car was nearly out of petrol’; 
d. incorrect item -  sentences that that were neither mentioned nor which 
followed from the situation, for example, ‘The driver washed the car 
windows’. 
A signal detection procedure (see Method section below for the details) was 
used to analyse the results of the event recognition task used by Radvansky and 
Copeland (2004) to determine at which level participants had encoded the material 
presented earlier.  Through this procedure Radvansky and Copeland (2004) 
contrasted the performance of individuals operating at a surface (encoding of actual 
words used), at a textbase (encoding of syntactical relationships in the content) and at 
a situation (encoding of the semantic relationships) level of representation.  They 
found that participants need to create cognitive models at the situation level to 
perform better in tasks involved in understanding and remembering situations.  I 
adapted this approach in study 4 as a means of measuring how participants encoded 
the situations that they made judgements about in the Transfer SJT. 
7.1.5 Role of personality traits and competencies 
In studies 2 and 3 personality traits and pre-existing competencies correlated 
with performance in the SJTs, although the level of correlation varied.  It was 
therefore expected that individual differences would co-vary with performance where 
they were likely to pre-dispose participants either to be better attuned to, or to emit, 
the target behaviours (Motowidlo et. al., 2006a).  The expectation, compatible with 
the results from study 3, was that distal personality traits would relate more strongly 
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to proximal competencies that would in turn correlate more strongly with compatible 
SJT-based tasks.  For example, in past research the Big Five personality trait of 
conscientiousness has been linked to the competency of planning (Bartram, 2005), 
and we would therefore expect this relationship to reappear, while planning 
competency would in turn predict stronger performance at discriminating the SJT-
based response options keyed to planning.  It would also be expected that the 
relationship with pre-existing individual differences would be stronger in influencing 
performance in the Practise SJT and would be less pronounced in the Transfer SJT, 
particularly for the Training group, as specific knowledge will have been formed 
(and represented as a relevant situation model) in effect suppressing the advantage of 
pre-existing compatible latent factors (Mischel & Shoda, 1995).  Individual 
difference measures of competencies and personality traits were collected to test 
these expectations.   
7.1.6 The role of experience, cognitive mediation and trait predispositions 
In studies 2 and 3 latent factors linked to pre-existing individual differences 
(personality traits and competencies), to previous experience with situations, and 
reflecting latent factors identified as the emergence and use of cognitive situation 
models played a role in mediating performance.  Latent factors associated with 
experience could reflect the mediation of relevant procedural knowledge (McDaniel 
et. al., 2006) and/or the development of appropriate schemata or scripts (Schank & 
Abelson, 1977) for the situations in the simulations used.   In study 2 these latent 
factors accounted for simulation performance to a greater extent than individual 
differences in personality trait or competency.  The measures of latent factors 
identified with the use of cognitive situation models by participants in study 3 also 
demonstrated a greater effect size than the contribution of competencies in 
simulation performance.  It was therefore expected that latent factors reflecting 
individual differences in cognitive mediation of situation interpretation and responses 
would play the major part in simulation performance, while pre-existing trait-based 
competencies would also contribute to that performance.  
7.2 Rationale & Study 4 Hypotheses 
 This section summarises the argument above and provides the rationale for 
the hypotheses to be tested in study 6.  This study made use of a transfer of training 
design in which two different groups of participants were exposed to the same SJTs 
during the practise and transfer conditions, however the Training group received 
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different instructions to the Control group about how to interpret the SJT in the 
Practise condition.  The difference in instructions focussed on how participants 
interpreted the events that made up each situation.  The assumption was that 
cognitive situation model formation depends on active and accurate event 
segmentation (Kurby & Zacks, 2008; Zacks & Tversky, 2001) and cueing the 
Training group to types of events relevant to accurate SJT performance would enable 
these participants to create a cognitive situation model more ‘tuned’ to the task 
demands required for subsequent accurate Transfer SJT performance over the 
Control group.  During the Practise SJT all participants were asked to indicate how 
relevant the various events making up each situation were to each of the goals they 
were asked to meet when choosing SJT response options.  It was hypothesised that as 
the Training group had received more specific instructions on what to kind of events 
to look out for they would select more of the events that were relevant to each goal 
than the Control group.  This result would be expected if participants were 
segmenting the situation in accord with a dimension of significance to the cognitive 
situation model that they were forming (Kurby & Zacks, 2008).  This leads to the 
first prediction that was tested. 
H4-1: The Training group will select more events relevant to each goal than 
the Control group in the event segmentation task; 
If the selection of relevant events is an indicator of the formation of a more 
relevant cognitive situation model then it follows that this model should in turn aid 
performance where participants are asked to generalise the use of the this form of 
model.  Radvansky & Zacks (2011) described so of the types of processes that might 
apply when a cognitive situation model that has been formed for one situation is 
generalised for use in other situations.  In this study it was assumed that if 
participants (from either group) identify events relevant to each goal to be 
accomplished when making situational judgements in the Practise SJT then they 
would form a cognitive situation model that would act to improve performance in the 
subsequent Transfer SJT where the goals were the same but the situations were 
different.  This prediction is based on the assumption that participants who have 
successfully internalised the significant dimensions (expressed as events) needed to 
accurately accomplish the SJT goals would show evidence of learning when given 
the opportunity to apply this in the Transfer SJT.  Performance in the Transfer SJT 
was expected to increase over that in the Practise SJT as feedback was not provided 
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in the Practise SJT until after participants made situational judgement response 
choices.  The important assumption tested here is that it is not baseline SJT 
performance per se that is important to predicting subsequent Transfer SJT rather it is 
the mediating effect of accurate perception of relevant events making up the 
situations.  This led to the second prediction that was tested. 
H4-2: Participants selecting more events relevant to each goal in the event 
segmentation task will perform better on the Transfer SJT task than on the Practise 
SJT task; 
The third prediction follows from the rationale provided for the first two 
predictions.  The participants in the Training group were provided with more specific 
instructions designed to alert them to types of events in the Practise SJT relevant to 
selecting the correct types of response option to the SJTs exposed in the Practise SJT 
and subsequently in the Transfer SJT.  As a result it was predicted that the 
participants in the Training condition would build a more appropriate cognitive 
situation model in the Practise SJT, than the participants in the Control condition.  In 
turn this cognitive situation model would improve generalisation (Radvansky & 
Zacks, 2011) to a new task requiring creation of a new cognitive situation model for 
use in identifying accurate response options when completely different situations 
were encountered in the Transfer SJT.  The prediction was that formation of a more 
appropriate cognitive situation model, focussed on the dimensions of most relevance 
for the goals to be attained by the Training group, leads to a stronger improvement in 
performance from Practise to Transfer SJT over that of the Control group. 
H4-3: The Training group will show a stronger transfer of performance from 
the Practise SJT to the Transfer SJT than the Control group; 
Radvansky & Zacks (2011) also argue that the cognitive situation model 
formed by participants can be used or extended in order to accomplish various tasks.  
One process they described is model transformation where participants transform an 
existing cognitive situation model, like those hypothesised to have been formed for 
the two SJTs, and alter this to meet new task demands.  To test this an additional task 
was added after the participants completed situational judgements in the Transfer 
SJT, this task required participants to prioritise elements of each situation with regard 
to how important they were to accomplishment of the same goals used in the SJT.  
For example one of the goals was for participants to identify the situational 
judgement response that represented the application of strategizing, therefore in one 
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of the situations participants were prompted to also prioritise elements of the 
situation with regard to their importance for strategizing.  It was expected that the 
Training group would form a stronger cognitive situation model than the Control 
group as a result of their cueing on the Practise SJT, and therefore that the Training 
group would find it easier to transform this model to meet the demands of the 
prioritising task.  The prediction was as follows. 
H4-4: The Training group will outperform the Control group on the 
information ordering task; 
Radvansky & Copeland (2004) adapted a procedure developed by 
Schmalhofer & Glavanov (1986) to help diagnose the level of processing that 
participants apply to situations.  In this process an event recognition task is used with 
items describing the events in the situations that participants dealt with in the 
Transfer SJT.  A participant’s recognition responses to these items was used to 
characterise the extent to which the participants had encoded the events in the 
situation making use of a surface (descriptive), textbase (syntactic) or situation 
(semantic) level of representation.  It was expected that the Training participants 
would have been more likely to have formed a situation level of encoding than the 
Control participants due to their treatment in the Practise SJT.  It was also expected 
that participants in the Control group would be more likely to encode events at the 
surface or textbase levels than the Training group. 
H4-5: The Training group will be more likely to form a situation model than 
a textbase or surface model than the Control group; 
In previous research (Motowidlo et. al., 2006a; 2006b) the existence of 
relevant Implicit Trait Policies, together with the formation of relevant procedural 
knowledge, has been conjectured as facilitating accurate SJT performance.  Some 
evidence for this relationship between competencies and identification or selection of 
relevant SJT response alternatives was noted in studies 2 and 3.  It was therefore 
predicted that this relationship would reappear in this study and that participants with 
stronger self-assessed competencies (in planning, persuading or strategising) would 
be more accurate at identifying compatible response options in both Practise and 
Transfer SJTs. 
H4-6: Participants with higher levels of competency will perform better at 
discriminating matching competency-based SJT response options; 
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When participants completed the Practise SJT it was expected that pre-
existing competencies would play a greater part in influencing performance, wheras 
when participants completed the Transfer SJT their performance would also reflect 
the cueing information and feedback about how to identify the target response 
alternatives.  Motowidlo & Beier (2010) found that ITPs were less strongly 
associated with SJT performance as participants gained experience, and this 
prediction is also compatible with Mischel & Shoda (1995) who argue that pre-
existing latent factors are suppressed as the task demands of the situation are 
increasingly discriminated and used to guide responses.  The prediction is that 
existing levels of competency in participants will be more strongly associated with 
compatible SJT response selection in the Practise SJT and will be less strongly 
associated with SJT performance in the Transfer SJT. 
H4-7: Higher levels of competency will be positively associated with Practise 
SJT competency-based performance more strongly than with Transfer SJT 
competency-based performance; 
A more specific prediction applies to the relationship between the 
competencies of the Training group and the Control group with Transfer SJT 
performance.  The argument here is based on the assumption that the treatment of the 
Training group during the Practise SJT leads to the formation of a stronger cognitive 
situation model than for the Control group.  It was expected that a stronger cognitive 
situation model would effectively supplement existing competencies as it would also 
be used to guide responses irrespective of the strength of existing competencies, 
wheras the Control group would continue to make use of existing competencies to 
direct their SJT performance.  It was therefore assumed that the competencies of the 
Control participants would be more highly correlated with Transfer SJT 
performance. 
H4-8: Higher levels of competency in the Training group will be associated 
less strongly with Transfer SJT competency-based performance than for the Control 
group; 
Through studies 2 and 3 it has been found that experiental, cognitive 
situational and other individual differences in personality traits and competencies has 
been associated with SJT response behaviour.  This is compatible with past research 
that has indicated that specific or general knowledge may mediate SJT performance 
(McDaniel et. al., 2006).  The use of cognitive situation models by participants 
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(Radvansky & Zacks, 2014) was hypothesised to account for the results of study 3.  
And as we have seen Motowidlo et. al. (2006a & 2006b) have highlighted the 
contribution of pre-existing personality traits in SJT performance.  The final 
prediction that was tested in this study proposes that latent factors with an experiental 
or situational origin would be more important that individual differences linked to 
personality traits in driving improvements in SJT performance from the Practise and 
to the Transfer SJT.  The reason for this is that as participants develop cognitive 
situation models (or schemata) as a result of experience or specific practise these are 
used when dealing with new situations while existing personality traits or trait-
related competencies become less important in influencing behaviour. 
H4-9: Job experience and cognitive situation formation (as measured by 
event segmentation and use of a situational level of encoding events) would account 
for a greater share of the variance in transfer of training from the Practise SJT to the 
Transfer SJT over individual differences in competencies. 
7.3 Method 
7.3.1 Study 4 Design 
 Study 4 involved a transfer of training design with two independent variables 
represented by the different treatments given to participants in the Training and in the 
Control groups during the event segmentation and Practise SJT tasks.  Participants 
then completed a new set of tasks under the same condition on the Transfer SJT, the 
Information-Ordering task and the event recognition task.  A variety of dependent 
measures were collected based on completion of each task and measures of self-
assessed competencies and a personality trait measure was also collected and used to 
correlate with several of the dependent variables. 
7.3.2 Participants 
The content of the situations was written to simulate work situations that 
might be experienced by UK graduate-level candidates in the early years of their 
careers. The sampling strategy therefore deliberately targeted job seekers including 
students or former students of higher education likely to want to practise the use of 
simulation-based assessments.  A total of 571 participants completed online 
questionnaires hosted on SurveyMonkey.com containing the Practise and Transfer 
SJTs and other tasks and individual difference measures between August 2012 and 
May 2014.  Participants self-selected to complete the questionnaire from a link 
available on an internet site, aimed mainly at graduates, used as a source of 
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information and for practise at taking a SJT.  Completion rate against the total 
starting the questionnaire was approximately 20%.  As comprehension of the written 
situations and response options was important questionnaires completed by 365 
participants who indicated that their first language was English were selected for 
further analysis. Fifty-five percent of those who gave their gender (N. 356) were 
female; age of participant ranged from 17 – 59 years with 79% aged 30 or less; 43% 
were attending education and 33% had left education within the last 5 years (2 
respondents did not answer this question); job experience ranged from zero to 40 
years, 55% had three years of job experience or less. When asked why they 
completed the questionnaire 60% of the group reported that they wanted ‘to practise 
a SJT’, and 63% of the participants were ‘about to sit a SJT as part of a job-related 
assessment’. 
7.3.3 Assignment to Training and Control Groups 
Participants were quasi-randomly assigned to training condition depending on 
the time of day and the day in the week they completed the study, this procedure was 
necessary as SurveyMonkey.com has no function for randomly assigning participants 
to the different parts of the questionnaire used for the Training and the Control 
groups.  To accomplish this assignment the participants were prompted to choose the 
period when they completed the questionnaire. Fourteen periods were offered 
splitting each day into two periods of morning-afternoon (before 18:00 hours) and 
evening–night-time (after 18:00 hours). The survey logic built into 
SurveyMonkey.com then used the period chosen to automatically route the 
participants in each group to the section of the questionnaire for that group.  The 
assignment of period to condition was systematically counter-balanced as shown in 
Table 7-1, this table also shows the number of participants in each period and the 
total in each group.  The demographic characteristics of each group is summarised in 
Table 7-2.  The only apparent difference between the groups is that the Training 
group had less overall job experience than the Control group, this difference was 
explored further in the Results section. 
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Table 7-1 
Assignment of participants to Training & Control Groups 
 
Group Total  Mon Tues Weds Thurs Fri Sat Sun 
Control 178 Morning-
Afternoon 
48 45 28 38 30 21 22 
Training 187 Evening-
Night-
time 
22 17 16 21 14 12 31 
Note. Participants completing the questionnaire in the shaded periods were assigned 
to the Control group, those completing questionnaires in the other periods were 
assigned to the Training group. 
 
Table 7-2 
Demographic characteristics of the Control and Training Groups 
 Control Group  
(N. 178) 
Training Group  
(N. 187) 
Gender (N. 356) 54% Female 54% Female 
Age (N. 365) 17-57 years;  
79% 30 years or less  
17-59 years; 
78% 30 years or less 
Education (N. 363) In Education 42% 44% 
Left education <5 
years 
34% 31% 
Left education >5 
years 
23% 21% 
Years of Job Experience (N. 365) 0-40 years; 
36% 3 years or less 
0-36 years; 
56% 3 years or less 
Wanted to practise a SJT (N. 217) 62% 57% 
About to sit a SJT (N. 230) 62% 64% 
 
7.3.4 Procedure 
Participants completed the online questionnaire presented in Appendix I.  All 
participants completed all four main sections of the questionnaire. 
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Self-assessments 
After completing the demographic questions the participants then completed 
a short personality questionnaire and a self-assessed competency questionnaire. 
Event Segmentation Task 
Participants completed three event segmentation tasks, one for each of the 
situations that formed the Practise SJT.  The event segmentation task was therefore 
completed concurrently with the Practise SJT task (see Appendix I).   
Participants assigned to the Control group were asked to read the situation and 
indicate (by placing a ‘Yes’ against each sentence) whether they felt that the sentence 
contained ‘a significant change or event in the situation’. 
Participants assigned to the Training group indicated (by placing a ‘Yes’ against each 
sentence) whether they felt that the sentence was significant as follows: 
 Situation 1: ‘if you feel that a sentence contains information that is significant 
about the character’s goals or motivations’; 
 Situation 2: ‘if you feel that a sentence contains information about factors 
relevant to the success or failure of the project’; 
 Situation 3: ‘if you feel that a sentence contains information significant to 
leadership goals or overall organisational objectives’. 
This difference in the instructions given to the Control and Training groups in the 
event segmentation task constituted the only difference in their treatment, all 
remaining tasks were completed in the same way. 
Practise SJT 
The Practise SJT (Appendix I) consisted of three page length scenarios 
describing an evolving series of events in a fictitious work organisation.   All 
participants were prompted to select response options aimed at optimising a specific 
SJT-based competency, the competency varied for each of the three situations as 
follows: 
 Situation 1: ‘how well you can influence other people’; 
 Situation 2: ‘how well you can plan and organise’; 
 Situation 3: ‘how well you can think strategically’. 
Each of these prompts was followed by a definition of three specific behaviours 
that defined the competency to be optimised in that situation (see Appendix I). 
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All participants completed 12 SJT items for each situation, three response 
options were written to conform with the target goal, the remaining nine response 
options for each situation were distractors.  In the Practise SJT, in each situation, six 
of the distractor response items were representative of competing goals, for example, 
in Situation 1 where the goal was to pick items aimed at ‘influencing others’, three 
items were written to conform with the competency of ‘persuading’ to coincide with 
this target goal.  However, three distractor items were also written to conform with 
the competency of ‘planning’ and three to conform with ‘strategising’. The final 
three distractor items represented SJT-based competencies not used elsewhere in the 
Practise SJT. 
The four point Likert scale used for rating behavioural preferences for each 
response option to each situation is presented below: 
 I would definitely not respond this way (1); 
 I would probably not respond this way (2); 
 I would probably respond this way (3); 
 I would definitely respond this way (4). 
When each set of SJT items was completed all participants were given more 
specific feedback about which items should have been picked to optimise the stated 
goal for that situation (see Appendix I). 
Transfer SJT 
The Transfer SJT (Appendix I) consisted of three new page length scenarios 
from a new type of fictitious organisation, again the situations comprised an evolving 
series of events.  In the Transfer SJT participants were prompted to always select 
response options aimed at showing ‘how well you can influence people, plan and 
organise, or think strategically’ across all three situations. 
After each situation four groups of four SJT response items were presented 
for participants to complete using the likert rating scale described above.  
Participants were informed that one response option in each group conformed with 
one of the target competencies.  In the Transfer SJT four of the response options 
represented each of the target competencies, so 12 out of the total of 48 response 
options represented response options that participants were asked to select.  
Therefore in the Transfer SJT, unlike the procedure used in the Practise SJT, 
participants did not have to directly discriminate between response options 
representing the target competencies. 
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Information Ordering Task 
After each of the three situations was presented in the Transfer SJT 
participants completed an information ordering task.  The information ordering task 
was therefore performed concurrently with the Transfer SJT (see Appendix I).  In 
this task participants were asked to prioritise a set of elements drawn from the 
preceding situation.  For example, after the first situation the participants were shown 
10 elements (short phrases typically of a few words summarising objects, character 
motivations etc. as shown in Appendix K).  They were then prompted to ‘put the 
following elements for the situation in priority order if the right strategy for 
URBANIA is to be created – rank order each element from 1 to 10, where 1 = 
highest priority and 10 = lowest priority’.  Similar instructions were used in the other 
two situations though the goal in the second situation was to prioritise items to create 
a ‘programme plan’ and in situation three the goal was to prioritise items to 
‘persuade’ others. 
Event Recognition Task 
After the Transfer SJT was completed and the situations withdrawn the 
participants completed an event recognition task.  In this task participants were asked 
to respond to 32 statements representing events that were presented in the situations 
in the Transfer SJT.  The possible events presented were grouped into three sets, one 
for each of the situations comprising the Transfer SJT (Appendix L).  These items 
were presented randomly and counterbalanced across the item sets drawn from each 
of the Transfer SJT situations as shown in Table 7-3.  Participants were prompted to 
‘select Yes if you read the sentence before’.  Across the complete set of 32 items, 
eight of the sentences were verbatim repeats from the situations presented earlier; 
eight were paraphrased versions of sentences; eight could be inferred from the 
content of the situations but did not match any sentence presented earlier; and eight 
were incorrect as they neither matched the form of sentences nor the content of the 
situations presented earlier. 
Table 7-3 
Allocation of items across the event recognition task 
Item Sets Verbatims Paraphrases Inferences Incorrects 
Situation 1 3 2 3 3 
Situation 2 2 3 3 3 
Situation 3 3 3 2 2 
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7.4 Measures 
7.4.1 Individual Difference Measures 
Personality Traits 
Participants completed a short two-item adjective-based measure of each of 
the Big Five personality traits (extraversion, conscientiousness, emotional stability, 
agreeableness & openness) using the Ten Item Personality Inventory or TIPI 
(Gosling et. al, 2003).  Each item consisted of a seven point scale ranging from 
‘disagree strongly’ (1) to ‘agree strongly’ (7).  Each personality trait score therefore 
varied on a scale from two to 14.   
Self-Assessed Competencies 
Participants completed a set of 18 self-rated competency items with 
definitions drawn from the ‘Great Eight’ (Bartram, 2005).  Three sub-sets of six 
competency items each were designed to measure persuading, planning and 
strategizing competencies respectively.  Competencies were rated on four-point 
scales ranging from ‘disagree strongly’ (1) to ‘agree strongly’ (4).  Competency scale 
scores therefore varied between a minimum of six and a maximum of 24. 
7.4.2 Practise and Transfer Task Measures 
Event Segmentation performance 
Two measures are used to represent event segmentation.  The first is the total 
number of events identified as being ‘significant’ for each of the situations presented 
in the Practise SJT.  This measure was used to compare Training and Control group 
performance on the event segmentation task.  The second measure was the total 
number of events selected in each situation in the Practise SJT that contain content 
compatible with the event segmentation instructions given to the Training group.  
Appendix J presents the list of events in each situation categorised as the target set 
for that situation and the criteria used to make this categorisation. 
Practise SJT Performance 
When completing the Practise SJT participants responded using all 12 
response options to each situation for a total of 36 items.  The actual situational 
judgement measure used a four-point scale ranging from ‘would definitely not 
respond this way’ (1) to ‘would definitely respond this way’ (4).  Three of the 
response options used in each scenario were specifically designed to contain content 
derived from each of three competencies (persuading, planning and strategizing).  
Reference was made to SHL’s Universal Competency Framework (Bartram, 2012) 
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for definitions of the competencies when writing items to maximise loading on target 
competencies.  In total, across all 36 response items, each of the three target 
competency-based items were presented three times, the remaining 27 items were 
‘distractors’.  The order of presentation of different types of competency response 
options was randomised.  All alternative courses of action were positive (courses of 
action to avoid were not used).  Three construct-keyed scales were computed for the 
Practise SJT responses for persuading, planning and strategizing.  Each construct-
keyed scale varied between a minimum of three and a maximum of 12.  An overall 
Practise SJT discrimination scale was also calculated to measure the extent to which 
participants selected target SJT response options over distractor response options.  
The Practise SJT discrimination measure was calculated by adding the total of likert 
ratings made to the nine target SJT items and multiplying this score by three.  The 
total of likert ratings made to the 27 distractor items was then subtracted from the 
weighted total for target items.  The Practise SJT discrimination scale therefore 
varied from -81 to +81. 
 Transfer SJT Performance 
When completing the Transfer SJT participants responded using 16 response 
options to each situation for a total of 48 items.  The actual situational judgement 
measure also used a four-point scale ranging from ‘would definitely not respond this 
way’ (1) to ‘would definitely respond this way’ (4).  Four of the response options 
used across the three scenarios were specifically designed to contain content derived 
from each of three competencies (persuading, planning and strategizing). In total, 
across all 48 response items, each of the three target competency-based items were 
presented four times, the remaining 36 items were ‘distractors’.  The order of 
presentation of different types of competency response options was randomised.  
Three construct-keyed scales were computed for the Transfer SJT responses for 
persuading, planning and strategizing.  Each construct-keyed scale varied between a 
minimum of four and a maximum of 16.  An overall Transfer SJT discrimination 
scale was also calculated to measure the extent to which participants selected target 
SJT response options over distractor response options.  The Transfer SJT 
discrimination scale was calculated by weighting the total of target SJT response 
ratings and subtracting the total of distractor SJT ratings, this scale varied from -108 
to +108. 
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Transfer of Training Measure 
The total transfer of training from the Practise SJT to the Transfer SJT was 
represented by a measure based on calculating the percentage difference between the 
Practise SJT discrimination scale and the Transfer SJT discrimination scale.  A 
positive difference indicated that participants were performing better at selecting 
response options consistent with the target goals in the Transfer SJT than they did in 
the Practise SJT. 
Information Ordering Performance 
Information ordering score was calculated by comparing an ideal order for 
each of the three information ordering tasks against the order in which the participant 
arranged the ten items.  Appendix K provides the ideal order and the criteria used to 
define this order for each of the strategizing, planning and persuading information 
ordering tasks.  This was calculated by adding the total absolute difference between 
the participant awarded order (which could vary from 1 to 10 per item) for the items 
from their ideal order (which also varied from 1 to 10 per item).  Each of the 
information ordering scales could vary from 0 to 50, with the higher the score the 
worse the degree of fit between observed and ideal priority orders. 
7.4.3 Event recognition based measures 
Three measures of the level of encoding were calculated based on a procedure 
first developed by Schmalhofer & Glavanov (1986).  The three measures were based 
on responses to the event recognition task which was presented after all the situations 
had been withdrawn.  Each of these measures is calculated by comparing hit (correct) 
v. false alarm (incorrect positive) rates using the A’ (A-Prime) statistic which 
measures the extent to which the participant discriminated between items of different 
types as follows (see Appendix L): 
 Verbatim (hits) v. Paraphrase (false alarms) = higher A’ means participants 
are operating more at the surface level; 
 Paraphrase (hits) v. Inference (false alarms) = higher A’ means that 
participants are operating more at the textbase level; 
 Inference (hits) v. Incorrect (false alarms) = higher A’ means that participants 
are operating more at the situation level. 
A’ (A prime) scores were computed using a signal detection metric (Stanislaw & 
Todorov, 1999) to represent encoding at surface, textbase and situation levels. 
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7.5 Results 
7.5.1 Preliminary Analysis 
Differences between the Control and Training Groups 
Overall differences between the groups on the personality trait, competency 
scales and job experience were compared in order to assess pre-existing individual 
differences.  Means and standard deviations are presented in Table 7.4, mean 
differences were compared using t tests, none of the mean differences were 
significant (all two-tailed tests were non-significant with p>.05). 
Table 7-4 
Individual Differences between Groups 
 
Control Group 
N. 178 
Training Group 
N. 187 
  M SD M SD 
Extraversion 
9.59 2.62 10.02 2.74 
Conscientiousness 
12.08 1.92 12.2 1.87 
Openness 11.16 1.89 11.25 1.97 
Agreeableness 
10.34 2.02 10.47 2.19 
Emotional 
Stability 
10.6 2.58 10.94 2.57 
Persuading 
18.22 2.54 18.7 2.67 
Planning 19.8 2.45 20.17 2.39 
Strategizing 
19.68 2.2 19.78 2.36 
Job Experience 
7.52 9.56 7.87 10.25 
 
Correlations between individual differences 
Scale reliabilities and correlations between the TIPI personality scale scores 
and the self-rated competencies are presented in Table 7-5.  Correlations between the 
individual difference measures and job experience are also reported.  Most of the 
individual difference scales correlated significantly and positively, all had 
satisfactory reliability.  Examining the highest personality trait and competency 
correlations, as was expected from the literature (Bartram, 2005) - extraversion and 
persuading, conscientiousness and planning, strategizing and openness  - were most 
highly related compared to other pairings.  Job experience was significantly 
correlated with the persuading competency.
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 Table 7-5 
Correlations between individual difference measures 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 1. Extraversion .77        
 2. Conscientiousness .207
**
 .76       
 3. Openness .344
**
 .326
**
 .62      
 4. Agreeableness .100 .271
**
 .271
**
 .71     
 5. Emotional Stability .318
**
 
.511
**
 
.325
**
 .233
**
 .70    
 6. Persuading .484
**
 .368
**
 .422
**
 .107
*
 .380
**
 .79   
 7. Planning .272
**
 .554
**
 .340
**
 .180
**
 .392
**
 .615
**
 .74  
 8. Strategizing .291
**
 .453
**
 
.471
**
 
.186
**
 .349
**
 .589
**
 .663
**
 .65 
 9. Job Experience .070 .079 .053 .043 .050 .109
*
 .009 .025 
 
Note. N = 365, significance levels (two-tailed) at *p<.05, **p<.01; reliabilities are shown on the diagonal, personality scale test-retest 
reliabilities from Gosling et. al.(2003), competency reliability alpha coefficients from this study. 
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7.5.2 Hypothesis Testing: Event Segmentation 
The predictions regarding event segmentation performance were that the 
Training group would select more events relevant to each goal than the Control 
group (H4-1), and participants selecting more relevant events show improved 
performance on the Transfer SJT task (H4-2).  Table 7-6 presents the means and 
standard deviations for the total events selected as being significant in each of the 
situations presented as part of the Practise SJT, and for the total number of events 
selected that were relevant to each goal (see Appendix J for the criteria used).  All 
mean differences between Control and Training groups were significant, with the 
Training group selecting a greater number of events, and more events relevant to 
each goal than the Control group.  Therefore the first hypothesis (H4-1) is supported, 
the Training group selected more relevant events than the Control group when they 
segmented each situation in the Practise SJT. 
Table 7-6 
Event segmentation by Control & Training Groups 
    
  
Situation Control Group Training Group 
 
t test (two-tailed) 
 M SD M SD  
All events 
1 5.9 2.3 8 2.6 
t(363) =-8.209, 
p<.01 
2 9.1 3.8 11.8 5.2 
t(363) =-5.696, 
p<.01 
3 6.8 2.8 7.7 3.1 
t(363) =-2.986, 
p<.01 
Events matching goal 
1 4.1 1.7 5.1 1.8 
t(363) =-5.828, 
p<.01 
2 5.2 2.5 6.8 2.8 
t(363) =-5.876, 
p<.01 
3 4.7 1.8 5.2 2 
t(363) =-2.649, 
p<.01 
 
  
216 
 
To test the second hypothesis (H4-2) correlation coefficients were computed 
between the number of events selected and overall Total Transfer of Training (Table 
7-7).  Some but not all of the correlation coefficients are in the expected direction, 
total number of events selected when segmenting the Practise SJT situations was a 
stronger predictor of an improvement in the accurate discrimination of response 
options in the Transfer SJT than the number of relevant events segmented.  Only 
relevant event segmentation in situation 2 predicted overall transfer of training when 
baseline Practise SJT and final Transfer SJT performance are taken into account.  So 
the second hypothesis (H4-2) is partially accepted, participants selecting more events 
relevant to each goal in some of the Practise SJT situations showed improved 
performance in the Transfer SJT. 
Table 7-7 
Correlations between event segmentation and transfer of training 
 
 All Events Events Matching Goal 
Situation 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Transfer of 
Training 
.044 .178** .132** .014 .129* .087 
Note. N = 365, significance levels (two-tailed) at *p<.05, **p<.01 
 
7.5.3 Hypothesis Testing: Transfer of SJT Training 
The total discrimination scores for the Practise SJT and the Transfer SJT 
represented the weighted total of likert ratings to the target response options minus 
the total ratings to the distractor response options.  The mean and standard deviations 
of these scores are presented in Table 7-8, the difference in Practise SJT 
discrimination between the groups was not significant (t(363) =.968, p>.05), the 
difference in Transfer SJT discrimination was also not significant (t(314) =.687, 
p>.05).  Figure 7-2 plots the mean unweighted scores for each group, there was no 
evidence of an interaction indicating that the Training group outperformed the 
Control group on the Transfer SJT as would be expected if the training treatment had 
been effective. 
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Figure 7-2 
SJT Discrimination for the Control & Training Groups 
 
The mean and standard deviations for the measure of overall transfer of 
training between the Practise SJT and the Transfer SJT (Table 7-8) were not 
significantly different between the Control and the Training Groups (t(363) =-0.226, 
p>.05).  The hypothesis (H4-3) predicting that the Training group would show a 
stronger transfer of training than the Control group is therefore rejected. 
Table 7-8 
Transfer of training for Control and Training Groups 
 Control Group (N. 178) Training Group (N.187) 
 M SD M SD 
Practise SJT Discrimination 6.2 8.8 5.2 7.6 
Transfer SJT Discrimination 8.3 9.3 7.6 9.4 
Transfer of Training -0.001 0.117 .002 0.122 
Note. Transfer of training calculated by subtracting weighted Practise SJT 
discrimination scores from Transfer SJT discrimination scores. 
7.5.4 Hypothesis Testing: Information Ordering Task Performance 
The mean and standard deviations for each of the three information ordering 
tasks are presented in Table 7-9.  There were no significant differences between the 
Control and the Training groups in prioritising strategizing elements (t(363) = 0.299, 
p>.05), prioritising planning elements (t(363) =-.22, p>.05), or prioritising 
persuading elements (t(363) = 0.074, p>.05).  The hypothesis (H4-4) predicting that 
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the Training group will perform more strongly than the Control group on information 
ordering is therefore rejected. 
 
Table 7-9 
Information ordering by Control and Training groups 
 Information Ordering Task M SD 
Control Group 
(N. 178) 
Strategizing 26.9 8.2 
Planning 26.1 6.9 
Persuading 29.6 7.3 
Training Group 
(N. 187) 
Strategizing 26.7 7.6 
Planning 27 7.1 
Persuading 29.6 7.4 
 
7.5.5 Hypothesis Testing: Level of Processing of Event Recognition 
The mean and standard deviations for the level of encoding of the events 
from the Transfer SJT situations are presented in Table 7-10.  There were no 
significant differences between the Control and the Training groups in encoding at 
the surface level (t(356) = 0.882, p>.05), the textbase level (t(355) = 1.411, p>.05), 
or the situation level (t(318) = 0.336, p>.05).  To test the hypothesis (H4-5) 
predicting that the Training group will be more likely to encode information at the 
situation level over the surface or textbase levels, than the Control group, paired 
comparisons and correlations were computed between the level of encoding 
measures within each group (Table 7-11).  A similar pattern was observed in both 
groups with a significant difference in the mean level of situation encoding above the 
means for the surface and textbase level of encoding; participants in both groups also 
significantly encoded at the surface level above the textbase level.  As the results 
indicate that participants in both the Training and the Control groups showed a 
similar pattern in encoding at the situation level over the textbase and surface levels 
the hypothesis (H4-5) is rejected. The Training group was not more likely than the 
Control group to encode at the situation level over the other levels of encoding.  
There was, however, a significant effect size for the Training group only, this 
significant negative correlation indicated that participants who encoded at the 
situation level were less likely to have encoded at the textbase level.  I will return to 
this result in the Discussion section. 
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Table 7-10 
Level of encoding by Control and Training groups 
 Level of encoding M SD 
Control Group 
(N. 178) 
Surface 0.69 0.18 
Textbase 0.59 0.21 
Situation 0.72 0.17 
Training Group 
(N. 187) 
Surface 0.68 0.18 
Textbase 0.56 0.21 
Situation 0.71 0.19 
 
 
Table 7-11 
Paired comparisons of level of encoding within Training & Control groups 
 
  
Level of encoding 
comparisons 
Mean comparisons:  
t (paired) 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
Control Group 
Surface v. Textbase 
 
t(170) = 5.52, p<.01 -.07 (N. 171) 
Surface v. Situation 
 
t(147) = -2.27, p<.05 .063 (N. 148) 
Textbase v. Situation 
 
t(147) = -7.94, p<.01 -.092 (N. 148) 
Training Group 
Surface v. Textbase 
 
t(181) = 5.4, p<.01 -.04 (N.182) 
Surface v. Situation 
 
t(167) = -2.58, p<.05 .134 (N. 168) 
Textbase v. Situation 
 
t(169) = -7.19, p<.01 
 
-.334** (N.170) 
Note. Level of encoding within groups is compared by matched t tests (two tailed); 
correlation coefficient significance levels (two-tailed) are *p<.05, **p<.01. 
 
  
220 
 
7.5.6 Hypothesis Testing: Competencies and SJT Performance  
The hypotheses predicting how competencies will correlate with SJT 
performance were tested using Practise and Transfer SJT construct-keyed scales.  
Separate construct-keyed scales were created for the Practise and the Transfer SJTs 
for persuading, planning and strategizing.  The means, standard deviations and 
reliabilities for each of these scales are presented in Table 7-12.   
Correlation coefficients were computed (Table 7-13) to test the hypothesis (H4-6) 
that participants with higher levels of each competency would be better at 
discriminating matching SJT construct-keyed items and would therefore give these 
items higher scores.  This hypothesis (H4-6) was partially supported, Table 7-13 
shows that the expected pattern appeared for the Control group on the Practise SJT 
and across all participants on the Transfer SJT, but two of the correlation coefficients 
between competency and matching Practise SJT scale were not significant for the 
Training group. 
The hypothesis (H4-7) that competencies would show stronger relationships 
and therefore have higher correlation coefficients with Practise SJT scales over 
Transfer SJT scales was not supported.  From Table 7-13 the average of all 
correlation coefficients for the Practise SJT representing the matching competency 
and construct-keyed scale pairings is .202, the equivalent average for the Transfer 
SJT is .160, this difference is not significant (z =.58, p>.05).  Participant 
competencies are therefore no more strongly related to Practise SJT than to Transfer 
SJT scales. 
The final hypothesis in this section (H4-8) predicted that Transfer SJT 
performance would be less strongly correlated with competencies for the Training 
group than for the Control group.  Table 7-14 presents the correlations between each 
competency and the Transfer SJT scales separately for the Training and Control 
groups.  This hypothesis is rejected as the average of all correlation coefficients for 
the Transfer SJT representing the matching competency and construct-keyed scale 
pairings is .167 for the Control group and .162 for the Training group, the difference 
is not significant (z =.05, p>.05).  Competency is equally correlated with Transfer 
SJT performance in both the Training group and the Control group. 
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Table 7-12 
Construct-keyed SJT scale characteristics 
     
 SJT Scale M SD Reliability 
Control Group  
(N. 178) 
Practise SJT Persuading 9.7 1.53 .38 
Practise SJT  Planning 11.1 1.2 .51 
Practise SJT Strategizing 10.3 1.4 .4 
Training Group 
(N. 187) 
Practise SJT Persuading 9.7 1.7 .53 
Practise SJT Planning 10.9 1.3 .53 
Practise SJT Strategizing 10 1.5 .39 
All Participants 
(N. 365) 
Transfer SJT Persuading 13.7 2 .57 
Transfer SJT Planning 13.5 2 .52 
Transfer SJT Strategizing 13.4 2.1 .57 
Note. SJT construct-keyed reliability based on alpha coefficients; Practise SJT scales 
consisted of three items, Transfer SJT scales consisted of four items. 
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Table 7-13 
Correlations between Competencies and SJT Construct-Keyed scales 
 
  Competencies 
  Persuading Planning Strategizing 
Control Group (N. 178) 
   
Practise SJT Persuading 
 
.276** 
 
.371** 
 
.173* 
Practise SJT Planning .111 
 
.237** 
 
.218** 
Practise SJT Strategizing .160* 
 
.183* 
 
.205** 
Training Group 
(N. 188)    
Practise SJT Persuading 
 
.275** 
 
.278** 
 
.240** 
Practise SJT Planning .11 .122 .124 
Practise SJT Strategizing 
 
 
.186* 
.117 .098 
All Participants (N. 356) 
   
Transfer SJT Persuading 
 
 
.189** 
 
 
.254** 
 
 
.219** 
Transfer SJT Planning 0.102 
 
.150** 
 
.126* 
Transfer SJT Strategizing .182** 
 
 
.195** 
 
 
.142** 
 
Note. Correlation coefficient significance levels (two-tailed) are *p<.05, **p<.01, 
shaded cells are for expected positive significant correlations. 
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Table 7-14 
Correlations between Competencies and Transfer SJT scales for each group 
 
  Competencies 
  Persuading Planning Strategizing 
Control Group (N. 171) 
   
Transfer SJT Persuading .183* .243** .225** 
Transfer SJT Planning .035 
 
.198** 
.079 
Transfer SJT Strategizing .161* 
 
 
.213** .122 
Training Group (N. 183) 
   
Transfer SJT Persuading .206** .275** .217** 
Transfer SJT Planning 
 
.170* 
 
.121 
.166* 
Transfer SJT Strategizing 
 
 
.201** 
.180* .159* 
 
Note. Correlation coefficient significance levels (two-tailed) are *p<.05, **p<.01, 
shaded cells are for expected positive significant correlations. 
 
7.5.7 Hypothesis Testing: experience, cognitive mediation and trait predispositions 
Multiple regressions were used to test the hypothesis that latent factors 
associated with a situational origin will explain a greater amount of the variance in 
simulation performance than latent factors associated with individual differences in 
competency.  First a multiple regression was used to test this hypothesis across all 
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participants in both groups, the dependent variable was transfer of training from the 
Practise SJT to the Transfer SJT.   Job experience was entered into this regression as 
a surrogate measure of previous experience with situations.  The number of relevant 
events identified during event segmentation and the type of level of situation 
encoding (surface, textbase and surface) were entered to represent latent factors 
mediating interpretation of the actual situations used in the simulation.   Finally all 
five personality traits and the three self-rated competencies were also entered.  All 
variables were entered at the same time.  The final regression model accounted for 
10% of variance in transfer of training from the Practise SJT to the Transfer SJT (R
2
 
= .104, p<.01).  Inspection of the weights of significant variables comprising the 
model in Table 7-15 indicates that job experience together with three measures 
associated with cognitive mediation of the situations in the simulation accounted for 
most of the explained variance, one of the competencies (strategizing) also accounted 
for a minor amount of variance.  However, it was expected that level of encoding of 
the Transfer SJT situations at a situation level would positively predict transfer of 
training, instead level of encoding at surface and textbase levels was associated with 
the negative transfer of training.  The hypothesis (H4-9) is therefore partially 
supported, latent variables associated with experience and with processing the 
situation itself accounted for a greater share of the variance than did individual 
differences in competency.  This analysis was then repeated separately for the 
Control and the Training groups to explore the impact of the different treatments they 
received when completing the Practise SJT.  The final model for the Control group 
accounted for 7% of the variance in transfer of training performance for this group 
(R
2
 = .07, p<.01) and contained two significant predictors.  Use of a surface level of 
encoding was associated with poorer transfer of training and the personality trait of 
extraversion accounted for the remaining variance (Table 7-16).  The hypothesis is 
marginally supported for this group, note the effect size accounted for by a pre-
existing individual difference is relatively high for this group.  The final model for 
the Training group accounted for 14% of the variance in transfer of training 
performance (R
2
 = .137, p<.01) and again contained two significant predictors (Table 
7-17), job experience and event segmentation. The hypothesis is marginally 
supported as measures assumed to reflect situational latent factors predicted transfer 
performance, note that for the Training group individual differences in personality 
trait or competency did not appear in the final model.  
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Table 7-15 
Final Regression Model Transfer of Training (all participants, N = 313) 
Variable B SE B β 
Job Experience .002 .001 .180** 
Surface level of encoding (-) -.097 .034 -.154** 
Total segmentation  relevant events (Situation 2) .005 .002 .125* 
Textbase level of encoding (-) -.067 .031 -.120* 
Strategizing Competency .006 .003 .116* 
 
Table 7-16 
Final Regression Model Transfer of Training (Control group, N = 145) 
Variable B SE B β 
Surface level of encoding (-) -.128 .049 -.209** 
Extraversion .006 .003 .161** 
 
Table 7-17 
Final Regression Model Transfer of Training (Training group, N = 167) 
Variable B SE B β 
Job Experience .003 .001 .305** 
Total segmentation  relevant events (Situation 2) .008 .003 .199** 
 
7.6 Discussion 
I designed study 4 to examine the relative contributions of personality traits, 
competencies and the use of cognitive situation models in mediating performance in 
low fidelity simulations.  The study used a transfer of training design where two 
groups of participants received instructions and feedback in recognising response 
options that optimised three areas of competency - persuading others, planning and 
strategizing.  The training group was cued to identify content or events in each 
situation that have been associated with the development of cognitive situation 
models.  These components of situations (goals of protagonists, success criteria for 
programmes & leadership and organizational objectives) were explicitly linked to 
each of the target types of response option to be optimised.  The Control group did 
not receive specific cues but did receive equivalent practise.  It was hypothesised that 
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the Training group would form more specific or elaborated cognitive situation 
models in the practise conditions and that these would facilitate transfer of training to 
new simulation tasks requiring optimisation of the same type of response options.  
The treatment of Control v. Training groups did not have the expected effect on 
transfer of performance between the Practise SJT and the Transfer SJT, specific 
cueing on components of situations hypothesised to be relevant to discriminating 
judgements about particular response types had no effect compared to the use of non-
specific cues, there was no significant difference between Control and Training 
groups on transfer of performance to a second SJT (H4-3) and no difference in 
performance on a new information ordering task (H4-4).   
However, examination of the detailed results suggests that these overall 
outcomes with regard to simulation performance do not tell the whole story, as 
Ployhart (2006) has argued when it comes to analysing simulation performance 
outcome measures can hide more specific processes and (as we saw in study 3) to 
uncover these processes requires additional diagnostic measures.  In study 4 these 
diagnostic measures were based on event segmentation and level of encoding of 
events. 
The first process I examined was event segmentation.  Radvansky & Zacks 
(2011) propose that people pay more attention to specific classes of events when they 
build and elaborate a cognitive situation model which will in turn influence how they 
respond to the evolving situation they are faced with.  Three of these classes of 
events have been shown to be of particular importance – protagonists, their 
intentionality or goals and overall causes for how situations turn out or could be 
resolved (Therriault et. al., 2006).  I argued that when it comes to work situations, 
where applied psychology uses the language of competencies, these events can be 
operationally defined in quite specific ways.  In line with my expectation (H4-1) the 
Training group did identify more relevant events in each of the Practise SJT 
situations than the Control group.  Also, across all participants, there was some 
evidence that segmentation of events relevant to the targeted response options in the 
Practise SJT situations was associated with improved transfer of training to the new 
situations and response options in the Transfer SJT (H4-3).  It could be argued that 
this result is purely a by-product of the different treatment of the two groups and 
does not constitute evidence that the Training group had developed a cognitive 
situation model and then generalised its use.  In other words the significant 
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correlation between event segmentation and improved transfer performance simply 
reflects the fact that the Control group were not encouraged to differentiate many 
events.  However, this alternative explanation does not account for the specific 
importance of event segmentation performance in the final regression model within 
the Training group (H4-9) in predicting transfer of performance.  This suggests that 
the treatment effect did not improve performance levels on transfer to a new 
simulation task sufficiently to differentiate Training and Control group performance. 
However, the different instructions in the event segmentation task did have some 
effect so that participants who took advantage of these cues within the Training 
group improved performance on the Transfer SJT. 
The second diagnostic measure I used examined the level of encoding of the 
Transfer SJT situations by participants.  Level of encoding was measured by an event 
recognition task in which phrases linked to the Transfer SJT situations were 
presented to participants after the situations had been withdrawn.  The phrases were 
classified into four classes: verbatim, paraphrase, inference or incorrect.  A signal 
detection analysis (Schmalhofer & Glavanov, 1986) then selectively contrasted pairs 
of these phrases or events to identify the level of encoding participants used based on 
whether they recognised the events as having occurred in the Transfer SJT situations.  
Radvansky & Copeland (2004) found that participants who developed a cognitive 
situation model selectively identified more inference phrases (hits) over incorrect 
(false positives) phrases and this was associated with the improved comprehension 
and use of information presented in a situation.  I therefore hypothesised (H4-5) that 
the Training group would be more likely than the Control group to encode events at 
the situation level rather than the surface level (verbatim (hits) v. paraphrase (false 
alarms)) or at the textbase level (paraphrase (hits) v. inference (false alarms)).  The 
rationale was that the treatment effect would cue Training participants to a deeper 
level of understanding of the scenarios as these cues primarily focussed on 
protagonist goals and intentions, reasons why projects were succeeding or failing, 
and ultimate leadership and organizational goals.  However, there was no difference 
in the level of encoding between the Training and the Control groups.  In both groups 
the same pattern of results was apparent with participants encoding events from the 
Transfer SJT at the situation level above the surface and the textbase levels, and at 
the surface level above the textbase level.  This suggests two things.  The first is that 
participants in each group, irrespective of treatment, formed and made use of a strong 
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situation model.  Secondly, participants in each group could still quite readily 
recognise the surface form or verbatim phrases in the event recognition task.  It was 
noted in the results that there was one difference between the Training and the 
Control groups.  In the Training group only, there was a significant negative 
correlation between operating at the situation level and at the textbase level.  When 
level of encoding was used as a predictor in the final regression model across all 
participants both surface and textbase level of encoding in the Transfer SJT 
situations was negatively associated with transfer of training from the Practise SJT to 
the Transfer SJT.  This pattern of results suggests that although level of encoding at 
the situation level was not associated with improved transfer of training, level of 
encoding at surface and textbase levels was associated with inferior transfer 
performance.  It may be speculated that any participant will naturally develop a 
cognitive situation model and express this at the situation level of encoding and, 
especially given that the treatment effect was not effective, this measure was not 
sensitive enough to identify individual differences in cognitive mediation of 
performance. The results therefore suggest that a different diagnostic measure may 
be needed to infer the development and characteristics of a cognitive situation model. 
It was expected that individual differences in personality trait and 
competency would play a role in performance in these simulation tasks in accordance 
with past research (McDaniel et. al., 2006; Motowidlo et. al., 2006a, 2006b).  I 
predicted (H4-6) that self-assessed measures of competencies of persuading, 
planning and strategizing would be associated with a greater likelihood to select 
compatible response options in the two SJT tasks and this tendency was observed.  I 
also predicted that competency would play less of a role in the Transfer SJT 
condition than the Practise SJT condition (H4-7), and particularly so for the Training 
group (H4-8).  The rationale was that pre-existing competencies based on personality 
predispositions and experience will have a greater effect when new tasks have to be 
dealt with.  I also expected that the Training group would develop a stronger 
cognitive situation model and this would act to effectively suppress the relationship 
between pre-existing competencies and performance.  Neither of these predictions 
were supported by the results and existing competencies were equally and generally 
positively associated with performance in the Practise and the Transfer SJTs across 
both groups.  This may again reflect the lack of any treatment effect or it may 
suggest that development of a cognitive situation model can sit alongside, and not 
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suppress, pre-existing levels of competency in the way that development of specific 
procedural knowledge has been found to suppress the use of general trait-based 
implicit trait policies (Motowidlo & Beier, 2010). 
The final prediction I made (H4-9) was that simulation performance, as 
measured by the discrimination of response options, would be more strongly 
influenced by latent factors associated with a situational origin from experience and 
interaction with the situations presented, than it would by latent factors associated 
with personality traits and competencies.  The results support this prediction, across 
all participants the final regression model for overall transfer of training from the 
Practise to the Training SJT indicated that a combination of job experience, event 
segmentation and (negative) use of surface and textbase encoding accounted for the 
majority of the co-variance in the final model.  One competency, strategizing, 
accounted for about a seventh of the total weighted scores in this model.  It should be 
noted that the overall regression model, though significant, had a relatively low 
effect size.  Job experience was identified as reflecting the influence of situational 
latent factors as it is usually identified as a surrogate measure for the development of 
relevant procedures (McDaniel et. al., 2006) which may in turn reflect the role of 
relevant schemata or scripts which play a role in cognitive situation models.  
However, it could equally be argued that the role of job experience in this study 
reflected a greater experience at picking up cues to improving performance and 
therefore assisted participants in modifying their performance from the Practise SJT 
to the Transfer SJT.   
Recent work by Klehe et. al. (2012) has investigated an apparently related 
effect where participants adapt their behaviour to situational demands so that they 
appear to fit the ‘ideal employee’ when applying for a job where they have the 
‘ability to identify criteria’ (ATIC) and higher levels of ATIC (Konig et. al, 2007) 
leads to improved performance in simulations.  One difference is that in the ATIC 
paradigm participants are deliberately not informed of the criteria being used to 
assess them, in study 4 participants were explicitly informed and shown how to 
identify the criteria.  When regression models of transfer performance were built 
separately for the Control and for the Training groups another difference is apparent.  
Job experience and event segmentation was moderately associated with transfer 
performance in the Training group only.  While in the Control group participants 
who were less likely to encode at the surface level and who were more extraverted 
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showed a slight tendency to improve transfer of training.  Overall these results are 
consistent with an explanation based on the cognitive mediation of performance, 
where that mediation is more heavily influenced by situational factors, while 
individual differences in personality trait and competency play a relatively minor 
role.  These results also suggest that more definitive measures of the nature of this 
cognitive mediation are needed, and possibly that measures of competency need to 
look beyond self-assessed ‘can do’ ratings (that are very typical of how competencies 
are measured in applied practice) and start to operationalize competencies in a way 
that can be linked to how people deal with situations. 
This study had several limitations that need to be recognized starting with the 
failure of the main treatment effect.  There may be a number of reasons why the 
training manipulation was not effective in differentiating performance between the 
Training and the Control groups on the Transfer SJT and the Information Ordering 
tasks: 
a. All participants were given feedback about what the correct choices were 
after completing each set of situational judgements, this may have been a 
more powerful manipulation than the instruction to look for certain types of 
events; 
b. Participants naturally identify events in scenarios, and also tend to be 
drawn to those representing intentionality and causality, this may mean that 
the instruction to pay specific attention to these types of events was 
superfluous i.e. they were already paying attention to them, so the differences 
in segmentation of events though statistically significant did not represent a 
meaningful difference in performance terms; 
c. Participants naturally develop cognitive situation models as shown by the 
predominance of the situation level of encoding amongst all participants, and 
it is only where participants try and fall back on a non-semantic level of 
encoding (using surface or textbase levels of encoding) that performance 
suffers in a simulation task. 
Another limitation may be associated with the nature of the criteria used to 
define accurate performance in the various simulations and the associated diagnostic 
tasks.  The problem with simulations is that by their nature they require that 
participants engage with more complex and potentially more multi-dimensional 
content than is the case with more focussed uni-dimensional measures like those 
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used to assess cognitive ability or a personality trait.  I argue here that the only way 
to deal with this complexity is to be clear on the criteria that are used and to seek 
construct validity when locating the measures used in simulation studies.  As an 
example, in study 4 the SJT response options classified as representing specific 
competency areas correlated with a separate measure of these competencies.  The 
information ordering task, which was used to assess model transformation of 
hypothesised cognitive situation models, relied on available literature regarding more 
complex competency definitions and offers no corroborating construct validation in 
this study.  In future studies it is suggested that it is inevitable that more complex 
material and scoring rubrics be used if simulations are to be understood, but the 
lesson is that equal imagination is needed in identifying how to assess and define the 
constructs being measured. 
The main conclusion from this study is that the performance of participants 
on simulations is at least partially cognitively mediated by latent factors reflecting 
how situations are interpreted and encoded.  And the contribution and nature of these 
latent factors are independent from trait-based competencies, though these also play 
a role in facilitating performance.  
These results illustrate the value of a focus on how participants represent 
situations and then use this representation to deal with simulated (and presumably 
real) work tasks.  One advantage of considering how situations are represented and 
manipulated is that it provides a richer explanation about how people may interpret 
components of a situation and make use of these to shape the way they respond to 
them.  Individual differences may therefore represent how accurately the 
‘affordances’ or cues as to how best to respond are comprehended, remembered and 
manipulated through the use of a valid cognitive situation model.  A second major 
advantage of an account based on how people represent the situation is that it helps 
to address the construct problems that arise when performance in work simulations is 
measured. For example, it might be expected that formation of a valid cognitive 
situation model will facilitate performance where several competencies (dimensions) 
need to be applied.  So the higher intra-situation correlations between different 
competencies (study 1) or different cognitive processes (study 3) may reflect the 
mediating effect of cognitive situation models on behaviour.  However, if a situation 
is not rich enough in detail, as in study 2, experience and trait predispositions may 
fill the vacuum and drive situation interpretation and responses.  A third, and more 
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general advantage is that the construct of cognitive situation models provides a way 
of representing specific individual differences or idiographic variance as part of a 
more general explanation of performance.  So at a theoretical level this construct 
helps bridge the gap between trait-based (dimensional) and situation-based (task) 
accounts of performance in simulations.  This parallels similar proposed 
reconciliations between nomothetic trait-based personality theory and idiographic 
situationally determined behaviour (Cervone, 2004; Hampson, 2012). 
Cognitive situation models therefore appear to offer a powerful additional 
source of theory and measurement for use in understanding how people deal with 
simulated work situations. 
7.7 Summary 
 In study 4 a transfer of training design (Grossman & Salas, 2011) was used to 
examine how participants develop and apply cognitive situation models when 
completing two different SJTs with common goals but in response to different 
situations.  This paradigm has not featured in the SJT research literature  where the 
focus is often on how the response alternatives within a SJT are influenced by the 
type of task asked of participants (McDaniel et. al., 2006), the media used (Schmitt 
& Chan, 2006) or correlations with other concurrent measures like job experience 
(Weekly & Ployhart, 2005).  The use of this paradigm in study 4 was stimulated by a 
renewed focus on how information in the actual situations used might affect the way 
participants understand, represent and make use of events (Radvansky & Zacks, 
2014) in the situations they encountered to complete SJT tasks.  
 A second departure from the focus in previous research into SJTs was the use 
made of diagnostic measures to try and understand how participants partitioned 
situations into events (event segmentation) and represented the situations in memory 
(event recognition).  Event segmentation has been identified as one of the processes 
that people use when faced with new situations (Kurby & Zacks, 2008) associated 
with the identification of meaningful components of how situations are represented 
(Zacks & Tversky, 2001).  In particular, event segmentation has been identified to 
focus on extracting information about specific dimensions cued by the appearance 
and intentionality of other protagonists, causal factors affecting why situations 
change, as well as temporal or spatial changes in situations (Zwaan & Radvansky, 
1998; Therriault & Rinck, 2006; Therraiult et. al., 2006; Magliano et. al., 2005).  
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Working in the same research tradition Radvansky & Copeland (2004) proposed that 
people can represent situations in memory at different levels ranging from surface 
characteristics (physical identity), through syntactic relationships (e.g. how different 
parts of the situation are related to each other) to semantic relationships (e.g. why 
events are happening or the motivations underlying protagonist behaviour).  The 
level of representation used by people appears to influence the ease with which they 
can handle tasks involving situation comprehension and memory (Radvansky & 
Copeland, 2004).  In study 4 the diagnostic measures of event segmentation and level 
of situation representation appeared to reveal differences in how well participants 
completed the primary SJT tasks including some aspects of transfer of their 
performance between the two different SJTs.  The predictions tested relating to the 
diagnostic measures were, however, not completely substantiated and one 
implication for further research is that new measures may be needed to fully 
understand how cognitive situation models might be generated and applied, and 
therefore offer an explanation for how people deal with SJTs.  
 In common with previous research into SJTs individual differences in trait-
based competencies and general job experience (Motowidlo et. al., 2006 a & 2006b; 
McDaniel et. al., 2007) were also measured concurrently and correlated with SJT 
performance.  This helps to locate the research conducted here with that in the wider 
nomologicial network for SJTs.  In common with previous research  competencies 
linked to personality traits played a role in the selection of SJT response options by 
participants where these options represented compatible behaviours.  However, the 
influence of trait-based latent variables appears to be relatively muted in study 4 
when compared to the influence of job experience and how people understood or 
represented the situations (marked by their success in segmenting relevant events or 
avoiding the use of surface or syntactic representations of events).   Job experience 
might be interpreted (Motowidlo & Beier, 2010; Bergman et. al., 2008) as a 
surrogate measure for procedural knowledge regarding how to deal with situations or 
it might equally be expected to correlate with the development of more appropriate 
schemata (Schank & Abelson, 1977) affording the generation and application of 
more appropriate cognitive models or both.  The implication is that future diagnostic 
measures will also need to consider how to measure the development and application 
of both declarative and procedural knowledge to better understand how participants 
deal with SJTs  (e.g. Lievens & Paterson, 2011). 
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 One of the main aims of the argument developed in this thesis was to present 
the case for an alternative explanation for individual differences in performance 
when dealing with situations or simulations of situations.  The proposition made in 
this thesis is that a class of moderator latent variables based on how people 
cognitively represent situations and then elaborate, apply and transform cognitive 
situation models may play an important role in SJT, assessment centre and by 
extension actual performance.  This type of model is similar to that proposed by 
Konig et. al. (2007) in which situational demands, as interpreted by participants, 
provides the important focus when trying to make sense of performance in 
assessments which make use of situations.  This might be contrasted with the 
existing psychometric tradition where trait-based behavioural competencies (e.g. 
Kurz & Bartram, 2002) are harnessed when they are relevant to task or work criteria 
where conditions are such that trait-activation (Tett & Burnett, 2003) occurs.  
Although study 4 did not find strong evidence for the effectiveness of cognitive 
situation models as an important moderator variable in the SJT performance that was 
observed, I argued that it found sufficient evidence to continue research into the role 
of how people mentally represent situations when dealing with SJTs and other forms 
of work simulations. 
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Chapter 8 
Conclusions 
8.1 Overview of the research journey 
I initiated this research with the aim of applying a fresh approach to 
understanding how people deal with assessment simulations.    In my view the 
construct validity problems that have long been associated with both high fidelity 
simulations like assessment centres (Sacket & Dreher, 1982; Lance et. al., 2004; 
Hoffman, 2012) and low fidelity simulations like situational judgement tests (SJTs) 
(Schmitt & Chan, 2006; Christian et. al., 2010) represent a significant challenge to 
both the theory and application of psychometrics.  On the one hand we have 
consistent evidence that simulations predict subsequent behaviour at work (Gaugler 
et. al., 1987; Hermelin et. al., 2007; McDaniel et. al., 2007; Christian et. al., 2010).  
On the other hand the level of incremental criterion validity of simulations over 
cognitive ability and personality is relatively low (Collins et. al., 2003; Meriac et. al., 
2008; McDaniel et. al., 2007).  This has led researchers to explore new methods and 
models (Motowidlo et. al., 2006a; Jansen et. al., 2012; Lievens et. al., 2009; 
Hoffman, 2012) to try and understand how people deal with simulations.  The 
exciting aspect of these new models is twofold.  First these models recognise the 
participant’s interpretation of the situation as a powerful moderating factor in 
shaping behaviour and performance (Melchers et. al., 2012).  Second they force us as 
researchers to reconsider situations and how they influence this interpretation and 
ensuing behaviour (Reis, 2008).  This led me on the journey taken in the research 
reported in this thesis.   
My starting point on this journey was to understand the limits of current 
explanatory models of assessment centre performance.  It is now generally accepted 
that the ‘exercise effect’ in assessment centres is not a by-product of the methods 
used but reflects how participants actually behave (Lievens, 2002; Lance et. al, 
2010).  This suggested to me that theoretical accounts of behaviour which 
compartmentalise performance as being largely driven by specific competencies or 
dimensions on the one hand (Arthur, 2012) or as being driven wholly by the specific 
situation or task (Jackson, 2012) are inadequate.  However emerging theoretical 
accounts which account for performance as an interaction of individual differences 
and the situation (Motowidlo & Beier, 2010; Lievens et. al, 2009) appear to fall back 
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on constructs based on cognitive ability and personality.  In particular, a coherent 
account of how participant interpretation and use of their understanding of the actual 
situations used in simulations, is largely missing.  This led me, with the help and 
encouragement of my supervisors, to think laterally about the kind of mechanisms 
that could explain how individual differences in simulation performance emerge.   
Two characteristics of a viable mechanism to fill this gap arise from the 
construct validity issues identified in the measurements taken in simulations.  The 
first was the need for a coherent explanation as to why participants can apparently 
harness a variety of theoretically unrelated competencies to succeed (or fail) in 
assessment centre exercises or on a SJT and generate measurement phenomena 
including the ‘exercise effect’.  The second characteristic of an explanatory 
mechanism was a need to describe and to engage with the active components or 
‘affordances’ (Greeno, 1994) of the situation itself.   
 Theories from cognitive psychology provided a contender for this 
mechanism.  What is now known as event cognition theory (Radvansky & Zacks, 
2014) developed from an attempt to account for language comprehension (Zwaan & 
Radvansky, 1998) and then was generalised to describe how cognitive situation 
models can explain how people understand, interpret and generate adaptive responses 
to situations (Radvansky & Zacks, 2011).  This approach suggests a potentially 
powerful moderator of behaviour when people deal with simulated or real situations.  
If the formation of an appropriate cognitive situation model by a participant shapes 
the way they interpret what is happening and what they should do in a simulation, 
then we have a possible measureable construct to help account for the phenomena 
associated with construct validity issues.   Event cognition theory also describes the 
active components of situations.  In particular, the protagonists who appear in 
situations, their goals or intentionality, the reasons why things happen in situations or 
causality, as well as shifts in time and space are offered as the building blocks from 
which cognitive situation models are built (Therriault & Rinck, 2006).  In event 
cognition theory the ‘faultlines’ that make up a situation in a cognitive situation 
model are therefore marked by event transitions when for example a new protagonist 
appears, or information is provided about a change in a protagonist’s motivations and 
so on (Zacks et. al, 2009).   
Having identified the possible application of cognitive situation models and 
event transitions to simulation performance my task was to try and operationalize 
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how these could be measured and where they sit in relation to other measures of 
individual differences.  From my review of both the assessment simulation and 
cognitive research literature I believe that this thesis marks the first time that event 
cognition theory has been adapted to help explain performance in assessment 
simulations. 
In this chapter I describe the journey I took starting with the research 
questions I identified from the literature review.  I then summarise the 
methodological innovations that I applied and the research findings from each of the 
four studies.  I describe how this research as a whole contributes at theoretical, 
methodological and applied levels.  I also describe limitations that apply to the 
studies and findings reported here before considering future directions for research. 
 
8.2 The Research Questions addressed 
I identified four research questions from my review of the research literature 
and I briefly revisit each of these below, in the context from which they emerged.   
I reviewed the literature relating to two of the most commonly used types of 
assessment simulation – assessment centres and SJTs.  This grounded my research in 
an area of important practical impact given the widespread use of these methods and 
their impact on the future careers of participants (Jenkins, 2001; Spychalski et. al., 
1997; Zibarras & Woods, 2010).   
For each type of simulation I first examined evidence regarding their criterion 
validity.  One common theme identified is the reliance on overall outcome measures 
such as the overall assessment score from assessment centres or the overall SJT score 
without regard to performance on component exercises or situations (Gaugler et. al., 
1987; Ployhart, 2006).  I also examined attempts that have been made to understand 
the contribution of the dimensions used in these simulations by applying inductive-
based typologies and noted how prediction can be improved by an appropriate 
weighting of these dimensions (Arthur et. al., 2003; Meriac et. al., 2007; Christian et. 
al., 2010).  The problem with the typological approach, however, is that the 
underlying measurement models are based on the designs commonly used in 
assessment centres and SJTs.  These designs usually assume a theoretical model and 
apply a measurement model where performance in simulations is represented as the 
sum of individual differences in component dimensions and therefore do not take 
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sufficient account of the impact of the situations used on performance (Jackson et. 
al., 2005). 
 Finally, both assessment centres and SJTs exhibit relatively low absolute 
levels of incremental criterion validity when combined with measures of cognitive 
ability and personality (Meriac et. al., 2008; McDaniel et. al., 2007).  At a practical 
level this suggests that simulations are relatively inefficient given the investment of 
time needed to customise and deploy them as assessment tools.  One of the 
motivations for this research was therefore to try and understand if greater value 
could be extracted from simulations in terms of improved predictions of 
performance. 
In the literature review I also examined the construct validity evidence.  
Cronbach and Meehl (1955, p.283) describe a construct as “some postulated attribute 
of people assumed to be reflected in test performance”.  Landy (1986) amongst 
others made the strong case that it is vital that the constructs that underlie assessment 
performance are understood before one can make valid inferences about how 
participants might perform in the workplace.  I reviewed the construct validity 
evidence for simulations from a number of perspectives including the internal 
structure of measurements taken in assessment centres and SJTs as well as how these 
measures related to other individual difference measures in the nomological network.  
The evidence from a decade of research into the internal measurement structure of 
assessment centres clearly shows that the ‘exercise effect’ is not a by-product of the 
methods used and represents the impact of latent factors with a situational origin 
(Lievens, 2002; Lance et. al, 2004).  Recently attention has started to focus on the 
nature of the interaction between trait-based latent factors including cognitive ability 
and personality and situation-specific performance (Lievens et. al., 2009; Melchers 
et. al., 2012).  I therefore examined the results from two operational assessment 
centres to explore two models that seek to explain the interaction between individual 
differences in cognitive ability and personality trait and the highly situationally-
specific performance that is usually observed.  The research question I addressed in 
study 1 was as follows: 
8.2.1 Research Question 1: What is the appropriateness and explanatory power of 
interactionist models of assessment centre performance?   
 As assessment centres are complex to arrange and difficult to manipulate for 
research purposes in the remainder of the research I used variations of the situational 
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judgement paradigm in order to explore the nature of the latent factors that underlie 
performance.  Unlike assessment centres which sample a range of different 
behaviours, SJT performance is often assumed to represent either general or specific 
procedural knowledge (Weekley & Ployhart, 2005; McDaniel et. al., 2006) though 
the evidence is mixed as to which predominates, and this may depend on the specific 
design of the SJT.   Most models of SJT behaviour agree that cognitive ability and 
personality traits play an important role in accounting for observed performance 
(Motowidlo & Beier, 2010).  Possibly because of the way many operational SJTs are 
designed, with situations not systematically crossed against measurement 
dimensions, no ‘exercise effect’ has been observed analogous to that of assessment 
centres.  I therefore adapted a methodology (Westring et. al., 2009), that 
systematically varied the situations and the measurement dimensions used in a SJT to 
address the second research question in study 2.  This is the first time that this 
methodology has been applied to work-relevant constructs like personality traits and 
competencies. 
8.2.2 Research Question 2: How do situations and trait-based constructs co-vary 
in a low fidelity simulation?  
The recent literature on simulations has introduced several interactionist 
models based on different forms of cognitive mediation including Implicit Trait 
Policies (ITP) (Motowidlo et. al., 2006a, 2006b; Motowidlo & Beier, 2010), the 
ability to identify criteria (ATIC) model (Kleinmann et. al., 2011) and the trait-
activation model (Lievens et. al., 2009).  The third research question that I addressed 
through study 3 adapted an approach suggested by Ployhart (2006) to examine the 
nature of this cognitive mediation.   
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8.2.3 Research Question 3: To what extent do participants make use of implicit 
trait policies v. cognitive situation models when dealing with a SJT? 
Ployhart suggested that to understand behaviour in complex assessment 
simulations it is necessary to decompose performance into its constituent processes 
and then model the measurements recovered in the form of a Predictor Response 
Process Model (PRPM).  I believe that this is the first time this approach has been 
used to address the nature of the constructs that underlie simulation performance.  
Two specific models were compared, the ITP model (Motowidlo & Beier, 2010), 
which assumes that personality traits play an important albeit indirect role in 
mediating performance, and a new model based on event cognition theory 
(Radvansky & Zacks, 2011) in which it was assumed that participants develop and 
make use of a cognitive situation model to represent and help direct responses to 
simulated situations.   
The final research question I addressed examined how participants develop 
and make use of knowledge about the situations they deal with in simulations.   
8.2.4 Research Question 4: How is knowledge about the situations in simulations 
represented and used by participants? 
In addressing this research question in study 4 I developed operational 
definitions as to how the active components or ‘affordances’ in each situation might 
be used as the basis for the construction of cognitive situation models by participants 
to interpret what was happening and to identify optimal responses.  Following a 
suggestion from my supervisor I used a transfer of training design rather than the 
concurrent research designs used in studies 2 and 3. I also introduced additional 
measures based on those used in cognitive psychology (Radvansky & Copeland, 
2004) to help diagnose the development and nature of cognitive situation models. 
Each of these research questions was addressed in turn in the four studies that 
were completed, each study and its major findings are summarised below. 
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8.3 Summary of Findings 
8.3.1 Study 1: Latent variables underlying performance in assessment centres – 
relative contributions of individual difference traits and situational factors 
In study 1 secondary data collected from two operational assessment centres 
(sales representatives, N. 1482 and sales managers, N. 362) was used to explore the 
extent to which competing interactionist models accounted for the results.  I used 
structural equation models to test two hypotheses.  As predicted the best-fitting 
model showed performance to be primarily driven by exercise-based latent factors 
which represent a harnessing of behaviour to meet task demands within each exercise 
or situation.  Secondly, I extended this core model by using psychometric measures 
of participant cognitive ability and personality trait in order to test two alternative 
explanations for the form of the interaction between pre-existing individual 
differences and the situations in each assessment centre.  A model based on trait-
activation theory (Lievens et. al., 2006) failed to fit the data, while an alternative task 
and context performance model (Motowidlo et. al., 1997) only partially fitted the 
data in one of the assessment centres.  I concluded that it was clear that the primary 
latent factors driving performance represented an interaction between situational-
specific behaviours and trait-based individual differences.  However, the form of this 
interaction was unclear, and notwithstanding any specific effects unique to these 
assessment centres, existing interactionist models failed to provide a consistent 
explanation for participant performance.  In order to obtain a better and more 
controlled understanding of how people interact with situations, and how this shapes 
their performance, I turned to a series of studies making use of low fidelity 
simulations based on the situational judgement paradigm. 
8.3.2 Study 2: Latent variables underlying performance in a Situational Judgement 
Test – relative contributions of individual difference traits and situational factors 
Study 2 used a design in which all measures were collected concurrently 
using a SJT and measures of individual differences.  These assessments were made 
available to participants (N. 974) on an internet site commonly used by job seekers to 
practise assessments.  The SJT was deliberately designed so that participants 
responded to all types of dimensions across all situations enabling the influence of 
each source to be isolated. The situations used were very simple one line scenarios 
representing academic scenarios.  The dimensions used to measure performance were 
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constructed to sample content representing combinations of personality trait and 
competency, this enabled construct-based scales to be extracted and used to assess 
relationships with independent measures of these individual differences.  First I 
applied the same form of structural equation models used in study 1 but now created 
the MTMM matrix from SJT situations v. response options (dimensions) rather than 
exercises v. behavioural competencies.  The best fitting model represented an 
interaction between dimensions and situations, but performance variance was mainly 
attributable to the content of the dimensions with only a residual amount due to the 
effect of the situations.  There was no analogous ‘exercise effect’ in the SJT data to 
that usually observed in assessment centre results.  However, there was no systematic 
relationship between additional measures of personality trait and competency and 
SJT measures of compatible response options.  I therefore explored the possibility 
that performance was driven by the interpretation of response options by participants 
against a criterion representing how best to deal with each situation.  This type of 
model assumes that cognitive mediation determines performance making use of 
experience and relevant existing traits.  The best predictors of performance with a 
SJT re-scored against an ‘accuracy’ benchmark were existing familiarity and comfort 
at dealing with situations and participant competency and personality traits that were 
compatible with the ‘correct’ response options.  It was speculated that the situational 
judgement paradigm needed to be extended in both level of fidelity of the situations 
and by adding several behavioural measures in order to fully understand the types of 
latent variables that help determine simulation performance.  The situational 
judgement paradigm was therefore adapted in study 3 to create a more immersive 
experience with a range of performance measures. 
8.3.3 Study 3: The relative influence of the situation and individual differences on 
the accuracy of encoding and recognizing events when making situational 
judgements 
Study 3 made use of a concurrent design in which participants (N.534) were 
sampled primarily from job seekers who logged onto an internet site used to practise 
assessments.  The situational judgement paradigm was extended by adding a range of 
measures of situation comprehension, judgement, post-situation event recognition 
and post-situation interpretation.  This enabled the internal structure of responses to 
each task to be modelled in addition to the use of output performance measures on 
each task to assess relationships with independent measures of personality trait and 
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competency.  Situations were developed to represent a range of events with active 
components based on several protagonists, and with sufficient information to enable 
participants to make inferences about intentionality and causality.  Response options 
to the SJT were developed to represent content compatible with the use of specific 
competencies and personality traits.  Crucially, the incorporation of a range of 
measures of how the situations were processed enabled a PRPM to be developed and 
used to test hypotheses based on the personality trait related ITP model (Motowidlo 
et. al., 2006a, 2006b; Motowidlo & Beier, 2010) and an alternative model where 
responses are mediated by the use of cognitive situation models (Radvansky & 
Zacks, 2011).  Predictions based on the ITP model were not confirmed, but 
performance was compatible with predictions based on the formation and use of 
cognitive situation models for situation judgement and event recognition.  A weak 
form of ‘exercise effect’ was also apparent in the internal structure of situation 
judgements and event recognition responses and was attributed to the unifying 
influence of the cognitive situation models formed to deal with each of these tasks.  
In study 3 the active components or ‘affordances’ in each situation were not 
systematically varied though it was assumed that they played an important role in the 
formation of the cognitive situation models that developed.  Therefore in study 4 I 
examined how cognitive situation models develop and are applied by varying these 
components and linking their use to work relevant constructs. 
8.3.4 Study 4: The development and use of cognitive situation models and their 
impact on performance when making judgements about work simulations 
Study 4 used a transfer of training design to assess how the formation of 
cognitive situation models from a Practise SJT generalised to performance in a 
Transfer SJT.  Participants (N. 365), who again were primarily users of a job-seeker 
website for practising assessments, completed the SJTs and other tasks and 
assessments using an online questionnaire.  The participants were quasi-randomly 
assigned to two groups.  The Training group (N. 187) received specific cues to 
identify events in each of the Practise SJT situations relevant to each of the response 
types to be optimised in the SJTs, these cues represented active components or the 
‘affordances’ in the situation that were hypothesised to enable a cognitive situation 
model to be elaborated that would in turn support more adaptive responses.  The 
Control group (N. 178) received no such cues but were given an equal amount of 
information and practise at identifying target response options in the Practise SJT.  In 
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addition to SJT performance on the Transfer SJT, measures were also taken of 
Practise SJT event segmentation, a second simulation task (information ordering) 
following transfer, and a post-Transfer SJT event recognition task that enabled level 
of coding of the cognitive situation model to be inferred.  The overall treatment 
effect did not operate as expected and Training and Control groups did not differ in 
transfer of performance from the Practise SJT to the Transfer SJT nor in performance 
of the secondary information ordering task.   
There were, however, differences between the groups in event segmentation 
of the active components of the Practise SJT.  Crucially, event segmentation 
performance did facilitate transfer of training to the Transfer SJT (different situation 
but requiring use of the same type of ‘affordances’) particularly within the Training 
group.  Level of encoding of the situations was assessed using the post-Transfer SJT 
event recognition task.  Participants tended to form strong cognitive models at the 
situation or semantic level of encoding and this may be one explanation why the 
treatment effect was not significant.  However, there was a significant tendency for 
participants who were more likely to make use of a surface (verbatim) or textbase 
(paraphrased) level of encoding of situation events to perform less well on the 
Transfer SJT.  I argued that these results show the merits of applying diagnostic 
measures when trying to interpret simulation performance.  Relying on output 
measures alone would have hidden the performance differences that did occur, and 
these differences are at least partially consistent with the hypothesised operation of 
cognitive situation models developed using specific active components of situations.  
Additional measures of competencies and personality traits were also taken to help 
locate the constructs developed in this study into the wider nomological network.  
Strength in relevant competencies was reflected in an increased tendency to select 
compatible SJT response options. However, these competencies played a relatively 
minor role in directly facilitating improved performance on the Transfer SJT, and 
were overshadowed by constructs linked to job experience and to how situations 
were segmented and encoded by participants. 
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8.4 Contribution of research 
I have summarised my proposals regarding the contribution of this research to 
the methods, the theory and the applied practice of assessment simulations in this 
section. 
8.4.1 Methodological Contribution 
I described the methodology I applied to the research studies I have reported in 
chapter 3.  I applied four methodological principles across the research studies, 
though their exact application depended on the research objective and the design of 
the individual studies.  These principles were as follows: 
a. To identify latent variables underlying observed performance, primarily 
making use of structural equation modelling (studies 1, 2 and 3); 
b. Use of scales measuring individual differences to examine how the results fit 
into the nomological network, based on self-assessed competencies and 
measures of the Big Five personality traits, and concurrent use of construct-
based scales in the simulations to examine the relationship between 
compatible competencies and traits (studies 1 to 4); 
c. Consideration of how the level of fidelity and type and depth of content and 
complexity of the situations impacted on observed performance and 
implications for latent variables (studies 3 and 4); 
d. Use of diagnostic measures of how cognitive situation models could play a 
part in moderating participant performance in simulations (studies 3 and 4).  
I argue that all four methodological principles need to be applied if one is to 
make sense of simulation performance.  I also introduced three specific innovative 
procedures into the design of the studies, as follows: 
1. In study 2 I adapted a method first suggested by Westring et. al. (2009) for 
systematically exploring the relative contribution of situations and construct-
based response options to SJT performance, this is the first time this approach 
has been used with work-based constructs. 
2. In study 3 I developed a PRPM based on the principles suggested by 
Ployhart (2006) in order to measure several processes hypothesised to be 
involved in the cognitive mediation of performance when dealing with 
simulation tasks, this involved the design of both ‘will do’ and ‘can do’ 
measures of performance. These measures were used in order to explore in 
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detail the underlying structure of latent variables, and to compare the extent 
to which measures representing cognitive situation formation predicted 
performance at making situational judgements and situational interpretations. 
3. In study 4 I introduced diagnostic measures of event segmentation and 
level of encoding of cognitive situation models to complement and help 
interpret SJT performance.  I also operationalized the definition of the cues or 
active components that were available in the situations in order to link them 
to target behaviours in the SJT tasks. 
All of the SJTs and other simulations, with the exception of the assessment 
centres in study 1, were developed for each study.  Regarding the first three studies it 
is worth noting how the ‘exercise effect’ is more likely to arise when situations and 
behaviours are suitably immersive.  In study 1 strong ‘exercise effects’ appeared in 
the assessment centres that were analysed.  In study 2 where very simple scenarios 
were used the ‘exercise effect’ was not apparent, when more structured and detailed 
scenarios and multiple tasks were introduced in study 3 the ‘exercise effect’ 
reappeared.  I have argued that situations need to offer sufficient complexity, and in 
particular ‘affordances’ or event structures, otherwise participants will fall back on 
trait-based or experience-based responses i.e. they will apply their own structure. 
Several other methodological points highlighted in the literature review or 
applied in the studies, relate to simulation research in general: 
a. The use of classifications and methods developed in the literature to help 
relate the design and results of the studies reported here back to the wider 
nomological network, examples include: 
i. the classification of assessment centre exercises and 
dimensions developed by Arthur et. al. (2003) (study 1); 
ii. the classification of assessment centre exercises and traits in 
relation to trait activation theory developed by Lievens et al., 
(2006) (study 1); 
iii. the use of an empirically verified model of competencies 
based on the Universal Competency Framework described by 
Bartram (2005; 2012) (studies 2 to 4); 
iv. the use of measures representing the Five Factor Model (FFM) 
originally developed by Costa and McCrea (1982) (studies 2 to 
4). 
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b. Studies making use of simulation results need to consider how situations 
and dimensions can be confounded.  For example SJTs do not routinely and 
systematically cross dimensions and situations in their design and this is to a 
certain extent inevitable when an operational SJT is designed.  However, 
when interpreting how simulations work and the constructs that are measured 
the implication is that any interactions between situations and dimensions of 
interest cannot be identified.  This can also true of assessment centre designs 
and Putka and Hoffman (2013) have shown how important sources of 
variance can be hidden and may fail to be taken into account when 
interpreting the active constructs in assessment centres. 
c. The behaviours that are generated in response to simulations may vary 
widely both within single forms of simulation like an assessment centre but 
also across different forms of simulation.  The leap from high fidelity 
simulations to low fidelity simulations, as characterised in this sequence of 
research studies, means that any generalisations about behaviour in 
simulations must be carefully tempered by these differences.  For example, in 
study 2 I commented on how SJT simulations generally offer response 
alternatives while in an assessment centre no such options are generally 
available and must be generated by participants. 
d. The definition of what constitutes a situation also needs to be carefully 
defined, at least at two levels: 
i. the difference between the nominal situation as defined 
consensually or by the simulation designer and the psychological 
situation as interpreted by participants; 
ii. in a single assessment centre exercise a range of situations may 
develop as the action unfolds and each of these sequences of 
situations may be unique to each participant over and above their 
interpretation of events i.e. the events may actually be objectively 
different as participants interact with each other and with role players. 
8.4.2 Theoretical Contribution 
In chapter 1 I set out a number of challenges that the research reported here 
was directed towards that impact on its theoretical contribution.  These are 
paraphrased as follows: 
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a. Try and explain how measurement works at a more fundamental level 
rather than just model interrelationships between output measurements; 
b. Rather than just showing the structure of latent traits, explore how they 
interact with cognitive processes to explain behaviour in dealing with the 
world; 
c. Show how knowledge is applied when dealing with work simulations by 
making use of cognitive situation models; 
d. Bridge the gap across the normative or inter-individual (individual 
difference) models now used and applied in occupational psychology and the 
idiographic or intra-individual models needed to explain behaviour and 
performance at the level of a person. 
The research journey I embarked on led me to identify candidate theories and 
models that provide a coherent account for the evidence in the literature review.  In 
particular I developed a model based on event cognition theory (Radvansky & Zacks, 
2014) and applied this in studies 3 and 4 to explain how participants comprehend, 
interpret, form responses to, and remember situations in assessment simulations.  
Figure 8-1 summarises this model and here I consider it in relation to the challenges I 
posed above.  The model assumes that the objective or nominal situation contains 
active components or ‘affordances’ that are available for use by participants.  Five 
generic types of these ‘affordances’ have been consistently identified in research 
(Therriault & Rinck, 2006) as powerful cues to event transitions in an evolving 
situation: the protagonists and their goals and motivations, intentionality, causality, 
space and time.  I operationalized the definition of three of these in study 4 and 
linked these to target or ‘adaptive’ response options.  
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Figure 8-1 
The affordances in situations 
 
The model that emerged from these studies suggested the following with 
regard to how the use of cognitive situation models by participants moderates 
performance in assessment simulations.  The process of developing a cognitive 
situation model hinges on the comprehension of these events (see study 3 and 4 
regarding comprehension and event segmentation processes), and changes in events 
can signal the need to elaborate the evolving situation model, develop new ‘what if’ 
variants from this model, and possibly change the situation model.  In simulations 
where specific tasks are to be performed the participant uses the cognitive situation 
model as the basis for ‘what if’ explorations of the effect of response alternatives, if 
the revised cognitive situation model is adaptive then it is adopted and the response 
may be executed (study 3).  After a situation has been withdrawn the participant may 
be required to retrieve an encoding of the situation model in order to execute new 
tasks as, for example, might happen when events that occurred have to be compared 
to this encoding or an interpretation is required for what happened (study 3).  
However, the level of encoding may interact with the task to be completed and, if 
inappropriate, may hinder, not help performance (see study 4 where surface or 
textbase levels of encoding hindered transfer of previous experience to a new 
situation).   I argued that this approach provides a coherent account of how the use of 
cognitive situation models complies with the first three criteria I set out above.   
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So where do other constructs in the nomological network fit in?  I speculate 
that individual differences in cognitive ability may act to improve the efficiency of 
certain processes like comprehension (study 3) or the speed with which cognitive 
situation models can be generated and compared.  Personality traits may act to 
influence the weighting of events in situations or, as Motowidlo et. al. (2006a) 
argues, the weighting given to different ‘what if’ responses.  Existing competencies 
(and experience), which as we have seen are related to distal personality traits 
(studies 2 to 4), may represent proximal trait complexes (study 2 and 3) combining 
procedural or declarative knowledge about how to interpret and deal with situations 
i.e. they provide prototypical situation models, which in turn may facilitate 
compatible responses where these are relevant to the situations to be dealt with.  
However, the impact of these pre-existing latent variables do not pre-determine the 
interpretation of events, or the selection of response options (studies 2, 3 and 4), 
output behaviour depends on the form and appropriateness of the cognitive situation 
model that has developed. 
This leads to the fourth criterion I set out above.  The research studies reported 
here did not directly examine the intra-individual form of cognitive situation models 
and instead relied on inter-individual comparisons.  However, I argue that this 
approach forms a firm basis for such an attempt, and the future development of 
appropriate measures, given that it allows for variations in: 
 The actual events segmented from a situation by the individual from those 
available in the nominal situation; 
 The nature of the cognitive situation model that is developed; 
 How cognitive ability, personality, competency and experience may weight 
specific aspects of the cognitive situation model and its transformation as the 
basis for responses; 
 The nature of ‘what if’ cognitive situation models developed by a participant 
and how response options are chosen and executed; 
 How a cognitive situation model is transformed or generalised and used after 
the objective situation has been removed or has moved on. 
In other words the theoretical model is extensible and provides specific 
predictions that can be tested. 
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8.4.3 Implications for assessment practice 
The research reported here has a number of implications for the use of 
simulations in applied psychology, some of these are direct and some are indirect, I 
will deal with the implications in this order. 
The following are four direct implications of the research reported here for 
how simulations are designed.   
The situations that are used to form the stimuli for assessment centres and 
SJTs can be structured to take into account the active components or ‘affordances’ 
identified in Figure 8-1 and used in study 4.  Situations in assessment practice are 
generally unconstrained after having been identified as forming ‘critical incidents’ or 
having good ‘face validity’.  An understanding of how events can be categorised and 
used provides a potentially powerful way of designing situations in simulations to 
offer specific ‘affordances’.  A similar argument has been developed by Lievens et. 
al. (2009) for the development of assessment centres around known cues for trait 
activation. 
The behavioural responses that are used to characterise performance can also 
be extended, even in low fidelity simulations, in order to explore not just judgements 
about what to do, but also to assess what was understood and what is remembered 
about situations (study 3 and 4).  If participants make use of cognitive situation 
models in simulations then it makes sense to assess not only how adaptive the 
responses are, but also whether these models can be generalised to new situations.  It 
would also seem to make sense that organizations want to select and develop people 
so they can interpret a situation, generate the right response, and remember the right 
lessons from this experience. 
A third direct implication for the design of simulations concerns the 
measurement model that is applied.  Rather than relying only on overall output 
measures of performance, also measure the enabling processes that contribute to 
these outputs (studies 3 and 4).  This may be done partially for diagnostic reasons 
and also to ensure that participants are generating behaviour for the right reasons.  
This approach also implies that both task-based and dimensional measures are 
applied simultaneously, rather than relying on an assumption that the sum of either 
properly represents the behavioural total (see Bank, Brock, Ramesh & Hazucha, 
2012 for a practical example of some of the difficulties involved when attempting to 
do this). 
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The final implication is that new forms of measurements may need to be 
developed.  The ability to identify criteria (ATIC) model (Kleinmann et al, 2011) 
provides an example of an idiographic measure of how well participants have 
worked out the assessment criteria being used in assessment.  These researchers 
found that this measure successfully predicts subsequent performance on a range of 
high and low fidelity simulation tasks (Jansen et. al., 2012; Konig et. al, 2007). 
The following are indirect implications that follow if the theoretical account I 
have presented can be successfully extended and applied to the design of simulations. 
Sackett and Lievens (2008) describe a range of approaches that can be taken 
to improving the prediction of criterion performance, one of these is relevant when 
considering how the use of measures based on cognitive situation models might 
improve the predictive validity of simulations.  Sackett and Lievens (2008) refer to 
the potential identification of latent variables that act as moderators of output 
behaviours.  Trait activation theory (Tett & Burnett, 2003), the use of ITPs 
(Motowidlo & Beier, 2010) and the ATIC model (Konig et. al., 2007) are all 
examples of this approach.  If cognitive situation models prove to be a viable 
mechanism for explaining how participants use their interpretation of a situation to 
moderate their pre-existing cognitive ability, personality competencies and 
knowledge then it follows that if viable measures of this moderation can be produced 
for operational use then predictive validity can be improved.  Studies 3 and 4 in 
particular demonstrated how measures linked to cognitive situation model formation 
accounted for different variance in the performance within the low fidelity 
simulations to that accounted for by personality traits and competency measures.  
Furthermore, if cognitive situation model formation is, as is proposed here, a 
continuous process that people use to make sense of their world, then it also follows 
that this process will describe how they deal with the real world of work.  
Measurement of the success with which people deal with simulations, when these 
measures are moderated by cognitive situation models, should therefore generalise to 
the world of work and increase their predictive power from a criterion-centric point 
of view (Bartram, 2005). 
The second approach discussed by Sackett and Lievens (2008) relates to a 
reconsideration of the core individual difference measures of cognitive ability 
personality and other emerging measures.  They propose that the traditional 
distinction between context-free individual difference measures as signs while 
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simulations are samples of behaviour is breaking down.  For example, when 
additional context is added when measuring responses to personality items there is 
evidence that their predictive validity increases (Hunthausen, Truxillo, Bauer & 
Hammer, 2003).  The implication is that if people naturally build a cognitive 
situation model it follows that when asked to say how they would respond to an item 
they will generate examples of prototypical situations to frame their response. In 
study 2 a related phenomenon appears to occur where very simple situations were 
used and the structure of responses reflected the personality trait and competency 
based content of the items.  As more structure is added to a situation (as in study 3) 
and a more specific cognitive situation model can be generated personality traits and 
competency content have less impact on responses.  Therefore the second indirect 
implication of the research reported here is that existing measures of individual 
difference can be re-evaluated.  
The third indirect implication of this research for psychometric practice 
concerns the introduction of idiographic measurement as advocated in the Cognitive 
Affective Personality System (CAPS) model (Mischel & Shoda, 1995).  Borsboom 
(2005, p.70-75) cites arguments and evidence that between-participant and within-
participant measures often bear little relationship to one another even with well-
established constructs like intelligence and the FFM.  Cognitive situation models by 
their nature are likely to be strongly influenced by individual experience as well as 
by the ‘affordances’ in situations and therefore are likely to require an element of 
idiographic measurement to take into account within-participant variability.  This 
opens up a challenge when trying to reconcile the practical application of this model 
in assessment simulations for use in making selection or development decisions 
between people, but I argue that this is a challenge that is worth pursuing.  An 
example of how intra-individual and normative measures can be reconciled to 
improve our understanding of behaviour is provided by Moeller, Robinson and 
Bresin (2010) who showed how idiographic statements of stress-aggression 
associations only predicted physical aggressiveness if individuals had extremely low 
emotional stability as measured using the FFM.  Techniques are also becoming 
available from clinical psychology for the systematic measurement of idiographic 
behaviour (Haynes, Mumma & Pinson, 2009) which opens the door to their use in 
the occupational domain. 
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8.5 Research Limitations 
The research reported here is subject to a number of research limitations 
which I consider below.  First I will address several general limitations then I will 
consider in turn, and in more detail: a. how the role of SJTs as simulations; b. how 
the methods used to score accurate SJT performance; and c. how participant capacity 
to complete SJT tasks - may have affected the interpretation of the results. 
8.5.1 General Limitations 
The research journey I embarked on started with the analysis of assessment 
centres specifically because they represent high fidelity simulations with probably 
the closest approximation to the real world of work.  I then conducted a series of 
studies with low fidelity simulations based on the use and adaption of a low fidelity 
situational judgement paradigm.  I argue that the model that developed in this 
research will apply to simulations in general precisely because they involve 
participant interaction with situations.  However, there is no direct evidence in any of 
the studies reported here that the results and the model advocated will generalise to 
high fidelity simulations and this represents a limitation to be addressed in future 
research. 
A second limitation applies to the data collection and sampling methods used.  
study 1 used historical or secondary data from two assessment centres conducted 
within one organisation and therefore the results found may not generalise to other 
organizations and may also be subject to a range of specific  influences concerning 
the high-stakes nature of the assessment in that organization.  Studies 2 to 4 primarily 
used participants who ‘dropped in’ to a public domain internet website which exists 
to provide practise and advice to job seekers.  This meant that the sample, although 
arguably more representative of the type of people who face simulations, was 
relatively uncontrolled.  
A third limitation affecting studies 2 to 4 concerns the use of an online 
remote questionnaire.  I had no control over the amount of time participants spent 
completing the questionnaire nor over how they completed it e.g. by themselves, 
with others, by printing parts of the questionnaire etc..  Only completed 
questionnaires were entered into the analyses and obvious problems with responses 
led to the removal of participants e.g. where a very short amount of total time was 
spent on the questionnaire or the participant had clicked through using one button.  
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However, the use of uncontrolled conditions does represent a potential limitation and 
source of variation. 
Studies 2 to 4 used concurrent designs in which all measures were obtained in 
one session (participants could not ‘save’ their responses and return at a later time).  
This places limits on the generalizability of the results and may have led to 
unforeseen effects as completion of a task in one part of the questionnaire may have 
influenced completion of later parts.  I touched on this aspect in the discussion to 
study 3 where it could be argued that event recognition scores might have been 
influenced by the amount of time spent on the earlier SJT task and reflect depth of 
processing rather than the influence of a cognitive situation model.  Study 4, 
however, did introduce a transfer of training design that applied measurements at 
different times within the session.  Future research will need to apply longitudinal 
designs to test the generality of the results. 
The SJTs and self-assessed competency instruments used in studies 2 to 4 
were constructed to sample specific content – usually by relating response options to 
specific competencies or personality-trait competency pairings.  I developed this 
content from specific named sources (the Universal Competency Framework 
(Bartram, 2012) and the International Personality Item Pool (Goldberg, 1999)).  I 
examined the inter-correlations between the measures and others available within the 
studies to assess whether what had been defined was actually being measured i.e. if 
the measures made sense in construct terms (see results sections of each study).  An 
alternative approach I considered, but did not apply, would have been to use several 
subject matter experts and obtain inter-rater reliabilities regarding what the items 
measured.  Either way there is always a possibility that the items could have been 
categorised in other ways by the participants to that intended. 
The SJTs themselves as designed for use in studies 2 to 4 were not developed 
using the full approach recommended by Motowidlo et. al. (1990).  This was 
deliberate as both construct-keying and empirical keying approaches were used to 
enable inferences to be made and hypotheses to be tested in these studies.  This 
meant that the definition of what constituted an ‘accurate’ response did not use the 
normal procedure for SJTs in which a panel of subject matter experts are used to 
define accuracy.  In study 2 and 3 an empirical approach was used to define 
‘accuracy’, in other words a consensual benchmark was adopted.  In study 4, 
however, target response options were defined and exemplars provided for the 
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participants.  One of the reasons I introduced ‘can do’ or more objectively scored 
tasks into studies 3 and 4 was to balance the use of more subjectively defined 
measures.  Nevertheless, this forms another limitation when considering how the 
results might generalise to operational SJTs. 
8.5.2 Specific Limitations 
 SJTs as simulations 
 In studies 3 to 4 SJTs were used to conduct research into how participants 
deal with situations in assessments.  The argument presented in this thesis explicitly 
assumes that the behaviour of participants when dealing with situations in SJTs has 
some relevance to the way they behave when dealing with more realistic simulations 
like assessment centres i.e. SJTs are low fidelity simulations and lie along a 
continuum with real work situations at one end and very low fidelity simulations at 
the other.  However, what if SJTs are not simulations of real situations, what if the 
behaviour of participants when dealing with a SJT has little relevance for behaviour 
under higher fidelity situations, what are the implications for the results presented in 
this thesis?  Before considering the impact this might have on the results presented in 
this thesis it is appropriate to consider the the behaviour that arises when participants 
are asked to complete a SJT and how this might differ from the behaviour arising in 
realistic situations. 
 SJTs consist of a stem, the situation that participants are asked to make a 
judgement about, and a set of alternative response options to make to the situation.  
Considering the stem of SJT items.  The first difference with real situations 
(including those in high fidelity simulations like assessment centre exercises) is that 
the participant is presented with a summary of the situation in text form they do not 
experience the situation as it occurs over time.  One implication is that participant 
reading comprehension in particular and cognitive ability in general may affect SJT 
performance in a way that does not apply when the participant is immersed in the 
situation itself.  A second difference is that the participant cannot probe for further 
information about the situation, the situation is limited by the description given, and 
there is no opportunity for the participant to either ask questions or otherwise explore 
the environment to obtain a richer interpretation of the situation they are facing.  A 
third difference when one considers the stem of a SJT item is that the situation 
described may be categorised in a way that is different to that used when the situation 
is experienced.  For example, when a participant is presented with a written 
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description about how to deal with an upset colleague the participant (depending on 
their personal experience) may interpret the situation either using broad social 
categories or with reference to very specific categories based on experience at 
watching others or personally dealing with similar situations.  Wheras in a real 
situation it will take a finite time to understand that a colleague is upset and no 
explicit categorisation may in fact take place as the participant will be wholly 
engaged in dealing with an evolving series of events. 
Turning to the response options that are provided to the participant in a SJT 
item several other differences with real experience are apparent.  Reading 
comprehension will again play a role.  More importantly, however, the options that 
are presented are finite and limited and may vary widely from those that the 
participant might understand or choose when faced with a real situation.  In effect the 
participant is faced with a hypothetical set of response options to choose between and 
may be both frustrated by the choices provided and/or may treat the response options 
as being artificial and they may not represent what they would do in a real situation.  
Indeed in real situations participants may not be presented with or even consider 
alternative response options and where they do these may be highly dependent on the 
evolving situation and the participant’s capacity to control their own capacity for 
action, their feelings and the course of events that are happening in real time. 
One effect of these differences is that the SJTs used in studies 2 to 4 may 
have explored behaviour which is more dependent on cognitive ability and reading 
comprehension then would be the case if the participants had been faced with real 
situations.  As neither cognitive ability nor reading comprehension was measured in 
these studies their effects on the results cannot be controlled.  So an alternative 
interpretation of the results is that the generally low SJT correlations with other trait-
based latent variables (like personality and competency measures) and the apparent 
impact of cognitive processes like event segmentation and recognition memory may 
simply represent the impact of unmeasured cognitive ability.  An alternative 
interpretation of the results, particularly in studies 3 and 4 is that cognitive situation 
models were not moderating performance and the effects observed are due to 
individual differences in cognitive ability.  This would need to be properly controlled 
for in future studies. 
A second effect of the differences between SJTs and real performance may be 
linked to the artificial way in which participants are presented with an encapsulated 
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situation and a constrained set of responses.  The net effect is that even if participants 
do generate cognitive situation models to moderate behaviour the process will be 
short-circuited as (for example) situation elaboration will be instantaneous and not 
evolve over time. On the other hand, response choice selection, which might be 
instantaneous in a real situation can become a considered process, in which response 
alternatives are mentally simulated over time in a way that would not occur in a real 
situation. This difference may arise between SJTs and real performance because the 
response alternatives would never be considered or the response given would be 
much more dependent on the evolving situation and a different set of factors might 
influence how the participant actually behaves.  The impact of this interpretation is 
that evidence for the use of cognitive situation models when dealing with a SJT may 
have little relevance for real world behaviour and be an artefact of the SJT process.  
In future research diagnostic measures of the use of cognitive situation models in 
high fidelity situations would need to be used to ensure that the results from these 
studies do generalise to more realistic conditions. 
 Scoring accuracy in SJT performance 
 In studies 2 to 4 SJT performance was scored in a number of ways in order to 
make inferences about how performance co-varied with facets manipulated in the 
situations used and with other measures of individual differences.  In particular SJT 
response options were scored using rules which were designed to represent how 
accurate the responses given were.  SJT ‘accuracy’ was then used in each of the 
studies as an index of participant performance and in effect became a surrogate 
criterion variable that could be interpreted as representing accurate performance in an 
absolute sense e.g. as to how well the participant might deal with higher fidelity or 
real-world situations.  However, if the accuracy of SJT responses is limited or subject 
to artifacts in the studies themselves, then the performance differences, and any co-
variation with other individual differences may provide little information for more 
general behaviour. 
 The limitation that scoring SJT accuracy might represent is best understood 
by considering the specific procedures used in the studies.  In studies 2 and 3 SJT 
accuracy was defined by whether or not the participants chose response options that 
were selected by a sub-group of participants classified as having relatively greater 
‘expertise’.  One problem with this approach is that the participants forming the 
‘expert’ group might not in fact hold better expertise when faced with the situations 
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presented in higher fidelity situations.  An alternative approach, used with 
operational SJTs, is to select high performers in a work or other context and then 
specifically score the response options they favour as being more accurate, although 
it should be noted that even these response options may not be further validated to 
make sure that they actually have more beneficial results on real-world outcomes.  If 
the SJT accuracy metric is arbitrary, and only reflects correspondence to the choices 
made by a specific group of participants, then the co-variance found with situational 
experience, several competencies and personality traits and cognitive processes, the 
latter interpreted as representing the action of cognitive situation models, may have 
little generality to the wider population or to performance in general.  In the future a 
better method of characterising SJT accuracy may be required including the use of 
additional performance metrics that in effect validate that ‘accurate’ SJT choices are 
in an objective way better than others.  One way to do this is to measure the extent to 
which an SJT choice correlates in an expected way with parallel performance in 
another type of task. 
 In study 4 a different method was used to characterise SJT accuracy.  In this 
study accurate SJT performance was characterised by the choice of target response 
options representing the use of specific competencies.  In this study participants were 
informed of this, given feedback about their performance, and shown what target 
response options looked like.  A different limitation might apply to this way of 
characterising SJT accuracy.  The definition of the competencies represented by each 
SJT response option was imposed by the researcher and might not have been clear to 
participants, even after familiarisation, so that some competencies may have been 
legitimately mis-categorised by participants i.e. the response options were not good 
exemplars of the target competencies.  The impact of this type of artefact on the 
results based on SJT accuracy would be to introduce more ‘noise’ into the results 
with the result that co-variation with other measures of individual differences may 
have been attenuated.  In effect some relationships that might exist in the data may 
not have been detected.  One method of controlling this type of artefact is to obtain 
subject matter expert ratings of how well SJT response options do exemplify specific 
competencies and to only use response options which are reliably categorised as 
being representative of the use of a specific competency. 
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Participant capacity to complete SJT tasks 
 In studies 2 to 4 participants were recruited to perform several SJT and other 
tasks and their capacity to do this may also represent a limitation on the results 
found.  Motowidlo & Beier (2010) found differences in how work-related SJTs were 
answered between groups of participants with differing exposure to the world of 
work and ascribed these differences to the development of increasingly specific 
procedural knowledge about how to handle work-related situations.  The recruitment 
strategy used in studies 2 to 4 was primarily to attract drop-in participants who were 
seeking practise in completing SJTs, supplemented by university candidates who 
completed the SJTs to obtain course credits.  In studies 2 and 3 the SJTs were written 
to represent situations likely to be encountered in college or university and this was 
done to try and ensure situations were familiar.  However, the drop-in nature of the 
sampling strategy may have meant that candidates with little experience of these 
settings may have completed the SJTs.  In study 4 the situations were more complex 
and represented, in detail, work-related contexts likely to be encountered by people 
with a few years of professional experience.  It is therefore likely that participants 
with little work experience, or with work experience in very different occupations, 
may have found the situations described unfamiliar.  The net result of the sampling 
strategy used across all studies is therefore likely to have increased the variability in 
relevant procedural knowledge between candidates and accentuated the effect of 
experience over other factors.  One way to control this in future would be to 
constrain the sampling strategy to groups of candidates with broadly similar levels of 
experience in the situations used so that the effect of other latent variables of interest 
in the studies do not get ‘masked’ by latent variables linked to participant experience. 
 
8.6 Future Research 
The summary of findings, implications and limitations I have described all 
point to possible future lines of research.  I will therefore concentrate in this section 
on one possible four-step research agenda aimed at exploring the use of cognitive 
situation models as a possible moderator in accounting for performance in 
assessment simulations. 
8.6.1 Step 1: Define a testable model of how cognitive situation models work 
I have outlined how cognitive situation models might act as a moderator in 
explaining participant performance in assessment simulations.  The first step in any 
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future research is therefore to produce a much clearer and tightly defined theoretical 
model.  This will need to link known correlates with simulation behaviour including 
cognitive ability, personality and measures of motivation and explain how the 
assumed development and use of cognitive situation models links these constructs 
with the task demands and ‘affordances’ available in the situation to be dealt with.  I 
have outlined what this might look like in the section above regarding theoretical 
implications (Figure 8-1). 
8.6.2 Step 2: Develop measures representing the use of cognitive situation models 
In this research I developed several measures from which I inferred that 
participants had developed and made use of cognitive situation models (studies 3 and 
4).  More work is needed to help define a usable measure.  Event cognition theory 
arose from experimental approaches to language comprehension in which reaction 
times and recognition accuracy rates are often used as the dependent measures 
(Zwaan & Radvansky, 1998).  However, it is unlikely that this approach will either 
capture the richness or the practicality needed for use in researching how people deal 
with simulations.  One approach that is worth considering would be to incorporate 
some of the diagnostic measures I used in studies 3 and 4, into simulation tasks. This 
approach could then be complemented with the development of an idiographic 
measure of the participant cognitive situation model (either using probes or time-outs 
in the simulation) or as a post simulation data collection task (or both).  The success 
of the ATIC paradigm (Kleinmann et. al., 2011) suggests a possible direction for 
future research using this class of measure. 
8.6.3 Step 3: Test the generality of cognitive situation models in a range of 
simulations 
I have already commented on the need to generalise the results more widely 
than was possible in the exploratory research reported here.  The applicability of 
cognitive situation models in accounting for performance in SJTs, developed for use 
in work situations with more tightly defined groups of applicant and incumbent 
samples, needs to be tested.  In order to assess the generality of the model to higher 
fidelity simulations the approach also needs to be tested in assessment centre 
conditions.  This may not be practical in operational assessment centres where ethical 
and logistic reasons might prevent this, so an approach might be to generate ‘bite-
sized’ assessment simulations for use in a research setting or with job seekers or 
incumbents wanting to obtain practise or develop awareness of the processes 
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involved.  One aspect of particular interest here will be how a situation is defined, 
and how cognitive situation models might develop, when a participant is fully 
immersed in a situation which is changing over time. 
 
8.6.4 Step 4: Assess the incremental criterion validity of cognitive situation models 
as a moderator variable 
Ultimately, having researched the construct validity and generality of 
cognitive situation models as an approach, its practical usefulness needs to be 
established.  In order to do this simulation performance will need to be collected for 
applicants (or incumbents in a development centre context) and the moderating effect 
of cognitive situation models factored into the prediction of criterion performance.  
The incremental validity of the measures taken can then be established if other 
measures of cognitive ability and personality are available. 
 
8.7 Final Conclusions 
I end by summarising the conclusions I have reached based on the literature 
review and the research studies I have described in this thesis: 
a. The potential criterion validity of both high and low fidelity simulations is 
muted by the use of overall simulation output measures that fail to capture 
significant variations in performance within simulations; 
b. The incremental criterion validity of simulations over that provided by 
cognitive ability and personality trait measures could potentially be improved 
by identifying and measuring new constructs based on cognitive moderation 
of performance; 
c. Understanding the nature of the constructs that actively explain simulation 
performance will be limited when making use of historical or meta-analytical 
data as the simulations and the measurement models used may constrain the 
constructs that can be identified; 
d. To properly address construct validity issues in simulations we need to 
consider the active role of the situation and the ‘affordances’ it offers not just 
the individual difference dimensions of performance; 
e. Cognitive moderation accounts of how situations are interpreted, and how 
this interpretation is used as the basis for the behaviours that underlie 
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performance, need to consider constructs and mechanisms beyond those 
based on cognitive ability and personality traits; 
f. Cognitive ability, personality traits and their expression in work-relevant 
competencies play a role in mediating performance in simulations and more 
work is needed to help operationalize how traits, competencies and 
knowledge interact when people deal adaptively with situations; 
g. Event cognition theory is a useful tool when considering how people deal 
adaptively with situations in simulated and possibly work conditions, and the 
concepts regarding how cognitive situation models form, are elaborated and 
can be transformed provide a powerful explanatory framework for behaviour 
in simulations. 
  In this thesis I have outlined several benefits to the science and application of 
psychometrics of introducing models and measurement based on cognitive 
psychology.  I argued that an important step towards improving the practice of 
psychometrics, and the use of simulations, is to measure from the viewpoint of the 
participant.  This means understanding how situations are interpreted and how this 
interpretation moderates behaviour.  I contend that future research using this 
approach can help us to better understand how to use assessment simulations to 
measure a person’s true potential. 
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Appendix A: Descriptive statistics and correlation matrices 
for study 1 assessment centres 
 
Table A1-1 
Descriptive statistics for assessment centre 1 (sales representatives, N. 1482) 
 
Variable 
Competency - 
Exercise M SD Skewness Kurtosis 
InTrayFE 
Planning & 
Organising – In 
Tray 3.293 1.061 -0.297 -0.566 
PresPC 
Relating & 
Networking - 
Presentation 3.229 0.987 -0.181 -0.711 
PresRM 
Persuading & 
Influencing - 
Presentation 3.075 0.995 -0.094 -0.687 
PresWM 
Analysing – 
Presentation 2.67 0.906 0.167 -0.39 
NewMtgPC 
Relating & 
Networking – 
New Customer 
Meeting 3.292 0.936 -0.177 -0.49 
NewMtgRM 
Persuading & 
Influencing – 
New Customer 
Meeting 3.145 1.007 -0.069 -0.68 
OppPlnFE 
Planning & 
Organising – 
Opportunity Plan 2.726 1.161 0.036 -0.987 
OppPlnWM 
Analysing – 
Opportunity Plan 2.572 1.11 0.169 -0.854 
SaMtgCD 
Working with 
People – Manager 
Meeting 3.229 0.944 -0.117 -0.542 
SaMtgPC 
Relating & 
Networking – 
Manager Meeting 3.162 0.993 -0.106 -0.604 
DifMtgCD 
Working with 
People – Difficult 
Customer 3.01 0.913 0.024 -0.611 
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Meeting 
DifMtgRM 
Persuading & 
Influencing – 
Difficult 
Customer 
Meeting 2.991 0.981 0.042 -0.665 
GroupxCD 
Working with 
People – Group 
Exercise 2.955 0.917 -0.15 -0.52 
GroupxFE 
Planning & 
Organising – 
Group Exercise 2.973 0.93 -0.195 -0.412 
gNRaw 
Numerical 
Reasoning Ability 18.041 9.325 4.113 31.785 
bigextra Extraversion 5.836 1.102 -0.17 -0.085 
bigopen Openeness 5.282 0.943 -0.184 -0.109 
bigemot 
Emotional 
Stability 5.443 1.24 -0.115 -0.175 
bigagree Agreeableness 5.002 1.166 -0.121 -0.261 
bigcons Conscientiousness 5.083 1.177 -0.017 -0.307 
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Table A1-2 
Descriptive statistics for assessment centre 2 (sales managers, N. 362) 
Variable Competency-
Exercise 
M SD Skewness Kurtosis 
InTrayMB Analysing – In tray 2.9813 .87757 .019 -.304 
InTrayPC Working with 
People – In Tray 
3.4427 .83967 -.378 .004 
CusMtgLM Leading & 
Supervising – 
Customer Meeting 
3.2500 .87446 -.013 -.581 
CusMtgPC Working with 
People – Customer 
Meeting 
3.5100 .76979 -.305 .035 
ActRevCD Persuading & 
Networking – 
Account Review 
3.4540 .91065 -.272 -.526 
ActRevPC Working with 
People – Account 
Review 
3.2759 .83514 -.387 -.020 
ActRevWA Achieving Work 
Goals – Account 
Review 
3.5057 .96104 -.352 -.322 
SubCalLM Leading & 
Supervising – 
Subordinate Call 
3.2786 .94867 -.120 -.502 
SubCallWA Achieving Work 
Goals – 
Subordinate Call 
3.2800 1.02415 -.047 -.659 
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GrpExCD Persuading & 
Networking – 
Group Exercise  
3.223 .8904 -.009 -.402 
GroupExMB Analysing – Group 
Exercise 
2.7692 .85109 -.042 -.311 
gNRaw 
Numerical 
Reasoning Ability 
19.9936 6.09457 .071 -.191 
bigextra Extraversion 5.9506 .93329 -.134 -.143 
bigopen Openness 5.3758 .92663 -.153 .549 
bigemot Emotional Stability 5.6557 1.06132 -.054 .057 
bigagree Agreeableness 5.1880 1.03121 -.428 -.087 
bigcons Conscientiousness 4.8669 .93336 -.155 -.014 
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Table A1-3 
Assessment centre 1 (sales representatives): Correlation coefficient matrix 
 Exercise - Competency   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 
1 
In Tray – Planning & 
Organising InTrayFE                    
                      
2 
Presentation – Relating 
& Networking PresPC 0.19                   
   1025                   
3 
Presentation - Persuading 
& Influencing PresRM 0.15 0.79                  
   1025 1032                  
4 Presentation - Analysing PresWM 0.11 0.70 0.71                 
   1024 1031 1031                 
5 
New Cust Mtg – Relating 
& Networking 
NewMtgP
C 0.19 0.27 0.25 0.25                
   1041 1032 1032 1031                
6 
New Cust Mtg – 
Persuading & 
Influencing 
NewMtg
RM 0.20 0.28 0.29 0.26 0.75               
   1038 1029 1029 1028 1045               
7 
Opportunity Plan – 
Planning & Organising 
OppPlnF
E 0.37 0.19 0.18 0.13 0.27 0.27              
   1010 997 997 996 1013 1010              
8 
Opportunity Plan - 
Analysing 
OppPlnW
M 0.33 0.21 0.16 0.18 0.29 0.29 0.85             
   992 979 979 979 995 992 994             
9 
Sales Manager Mtg – 
Working with People SaMtgCD 0.21 0.20 0.21 0.14 0.50 0.46 0.23 0.22            
   1032 1023 1023 1022 1039 1036 1004 986            
10 
Sales Manager Mtg – 
Relating & Networking SaMtgPC 0.19 0.24 0.25 0.21 0.53 0.54 0.22 0.22 0.77           
   1040 1031 1031 1030 1047 1044 1012 994 1038           
11 
Difficult Customer Mtg – 
Working with People 
DifMtgC
D 0.20 0.29 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.29 0.15 0.16 0.27 0.31          
   1040 1031 1031 1030 1047 1044 1012 994 1038 1046          
12 
Difficult Customer Mtg – 
Persuading & 
Influencing 
DifMtgR
M 0.21 0.30 0.30 0.27 0.26 0.29 0.17 0.17 0.23 0.29 0.75         
   1041 1032 1032 1031 1048 1045 1013 995 1039 1047 1047         
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13 
Group Exercise – 
Working with People 
GroupxC
D 0.18 0.26 0.27 0.23 0.29 0.28 0.24 0.21 0.28 0.28 0.31 0.26        
   1030 1020 1020 1019 1036 1033 1002 984 1027 1035 1035 1036        
14 
Group Exercise – 
Planning & Organising GroupxFE 0.19 0.24 0.25 0.23 0.28 0.30 0.23 0.20 0.27 0.28 0.30 0.27 0.74       
   1025 1015 1015 1014 1031 1028 998 981 1022 1030 1030 1031 1031       
15 Cognitive Ability gNRaw 0.13 0.12 0.12 0.17 0.08 0.08 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.10 0.15 0.13 0.12 0.11      
   773 775 775 774 779 776 748 737 770 778 778 779 771 769      
16 Extraversion bigextra 0.06 0.13 0.10 0.07 0.10 0.10 0.13 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.14 0.15 0.13 0.11 -0.03     
   1001 991 991 991 1007 1004 973 958 998 1006 1006 1007 997 993 751     
17 Openness bigopen 0.06 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.08 0.07 0.10 0.07 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.02 0.06 0.05 0.10 0.05    
   1001 991 991 991 1007 1004 973 958 998 1006 1006 1007 997 993 751 1014    
18 Emotional Stability (-) bigemot 0.00 0.04 0.06 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.06 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.29 0.04   
   991 981 981 981 996 993 963 948 987 995 995 996 986 982 743 1003 1003   
19 Agreeableness bigagree 0.04 0.00 -0.02 -0.03 0.00 -0.03 -0.01 0.01 0.05 0.02 -0.03 -0.04 -0.03 -0.03 0.00 -0.07 -0.16 -0.07  
   1001 991 991 991 1007 1004 973 958 998 1006 1006 1007 997 993 751 1014 1014 1003  
20 Conscientiousness bigcons -0.07 -0.09 -0.06 -0.09 -0.06 -0.07 -0.02 -0.05 -0.01 -0.02 -0.10 -0.09 -0.04 -0.02 -0.14 -0.24 -0.01 -0.24 0.03 
   1001 991 991 991 1007 1004 973 958 998 1006 1006 1007 997 993 751 1014 1014 1003 1014 
 
Note. Significance level (two-tailed) P < .01 P < .05 
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Table A1-4 
 
Assessment centre 2 (sales managers): Correlation coefficient matrix 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 
1. Analysing – In tray 
In Tray MB                                    
2. Working with People – In 
Tray 
In Tray PC  .240                                 
 N 294                                
3. Leading & Supervising – 
Customer Meeting 
Customer 
Meeting LM 
 .168 .543                               
  N 294 349                               
4. Working with People – 
Customer Meeting 
Customer 
Meeting PC 
 .144 .891 .603                             
  N 294 349 349                             
5. Persuading & Networking – 
Account Review 
Account 
Review CD 
 .041 .059 .059 .094                           
  N 293 347 348 347                           
6. Working with People – 
Account Review 
Account 
Review PC 
 .155 .162 .087 .168 .531                         
  N 293 347 348 347 348                         
7. Achieving Work Goals – 
Account Review 
Account 
Review WA 
 .085 .189 .164 .181 .560 .452                       
  N 293 347 348 347 348 348                       
8. Leading & Supervising – 
Subordinate Call 
Phone Call 
LM 
 .114 .175 .221 .176 .217 .230 .228                     
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  N 294 349 350 349 348 348 348                     
9. Achieving Work Goals – 
Subordinate Call 
Phone Call 
WA 
 .102 .184 .183 .171 .239 .288 .280 .787                   
  N 294 349 350 349 348 348 348 350                   
10. Persuading & Networking – 
Group Exercise 
Group 
Exercise CD 
 .136 .220 .179 .219 .156 .118 .222 .177 .208                 
  N 287 340 341 340 341 341 341 341 341                 
11. Analysing – Group Exercise 
Group 
Exercise 
MB 
 .289 .171 .102 .140 .086 .183 .175 .158 .183 .596               
  N 277 324 325 324 325 325 325 325 325 325               
12. Numerical Reasoning 
Ability 
gNRaw  .143 .066 -.060 .009 .026 .028 .073 .066 .092 .082 .072             
  N 257 311 312 311 311 311 311 312 312 306 292             
13. Extraversion 
bigextra  -.055 .034 .048 .036 .075 .071 .181 .051 .151 .160 .085 -.067           
 
N 280 330 331 330 329 329 329 331 331 324 310 296           
14. Openness 
bigopen  -.013 .015 .079 .038 -.029 -.030 .005 .051 .059 .000 .022 -.070 .033         
 
N 285 335 336 335 334 334 334 336 336 328 314 301 343         
15. Emotional Stability 
bigemot  -.006 -.010 -.061 -.015 -.002 .037 .037 -.155 -.008 .007 .030 .026 .245 -.058       
 
N 285 335 336 335 334 334 334 336 336 328 314 301 343 348       
16. Agreeableness bigagree  .041 .004 .096 .041 -.004 -.031 -.022 -.017 -.030 .016 -.062 -.040 -.037 -.143 -.093     
 
N 285 335 336 335 334 334 334 336 336 328 314 301 343 348 348     
17. Conscientiousness 
bigcons  -.025 -.096 -.116 -.091 -.088 -.153 -.192 .024 -.008 -.126 -.079 -.027 -.190 .161 -.118 -.095   
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N 285 335 336 335 334 334 334 336 336 328 314 301 343 348 348 348   
Note. Significance level (two-tailed) P < .01 P < .05
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Appendix B: Study 1 Core Structural Equation Models  
Assessment centre 1: 
Traits only Model (CT0E): 
The CT0E model (Figure B1-1) assumes that participant competences determine 
performance in each exercise where that competence is assessed.  As predicted this 
model shows an extremely poor fit to the data (Table 4-8) indicating that other factors 
account for the observed variation in participant performance. 
Exercises Only (0TCE) Model: 
The 0TCE Model (Figure B1-2) shows a good fit to the data (Table 4-8).  In this 
model participant performance is assumed to be determined by exercise task demands 
rather than the competencies developed for the assessment centre.  In this model each 
exercise essentially forms a task and performance is determined by how well each 
participant performs each task or exercise rather than the level of each competence 
held by the participant.  
Correlated Traits, Correlated Exercises (CTCE) Model 
The CTCE Model (Figure B1-3) generally shows a marginally poor fit to the data 
(Table 4-8).  In this model participant performance is assumed to be determined by 
both competences (the main predictors) and by situational factors modelled by the 
correlated error variance across competences measured within each exercise.   The 
variance accounted for by modelling latent variables against the competences is on 
average 27% against 76% when the exercise type (situation) is used to define latent 
variables. 
Correlated Exercises, Correlated Traits (CECT) Model: 
The CECT Model (Figure B1-4) has the best fit to the data (Table 4-8).  In this model 
participant performance is assumed to be determined by both specific exercise task 
demands (the main predictors) and by competences modelled by the correlated error 
variance between competences measured across different exercises. 
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Assessment centre 2 
Correlated Exercises, Correlated Traits (CECT) Model: 
In assessment centre 2 only the Correlated Exercises, Correlated Traits (CECT) 
Model (Figure B1-5) fitted the observed data (Table 4-8).  Participant performance is 
mainly determined by exercise or situational factors though individual traits also play 
a part in accounting for performance. 
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Figure B1-1 
Sales representative Traits only (CT0E) Model. 
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Figure B1-2 
Sales representative Exercises Only (0TCE) Model. 
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Figure B1-3 
Sales representative Correlated Traits, Correlated Exercises (CTCE) Model. 
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Figure B1-4 
Sales representative Correlated Exercises, Correlated Traits (CECT) Model 
. 
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Figure B1-5 
Sales manager Correlated Exercises, Correlated Traits (CECT) Model 
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Appendix C: Study 2 Questionnaire: Situational Judgement Test (SJT) & Self-Assessed Competencies 
Study 2: SJT: 
Participant instructions: 
This part of the study is about how you respond to situations. You will be presented with descriptions of eight situations that you may encounter 
in educational settings. 
After each situation you are presented with a number of questions. 
Please choose the response that you believe you would give if you were faced with the situation described. 
Think of each action separately when you are considering how you would respond to the situation. 
Situation Big 5 Comp Option 
1. Your tutor has informed you that you must 
deliver your work several weeks before you 
expected C P&O You carefully plan your timetable to finish the work 
 
O R&N You explore ideas with your friends about how you can meet the deadline 
 
A AN You work out how you will structure the content and ask your tutor for their opinion 
 
E P&I 
You convince friends and staff to agree to delay other commitments to give yourself 
more time 
2. You have been selected to present a lecture to 
your course in front of the Head of Department 
and senior tutors O P&O 
You set yourself objectives for what you are going to say to include new and innovative 
ideas  
 
A R&N 
You try and make sure that the content of your lecture will appeal to both students and 
staff 
 
E AN You aim to keep the audience captivated by questioning established assumptions 
 
C P&I You check your material and rehearse the presentation to ensure you appear credible  
3. You have to prepare an original research 
proposal to ensure that you obtain maximum 
credits on your course A P&O 
You arrange interviews with tutors and research students to discuss how original your 
ideas are 
 
E R&N You ask for advice from the leaders in your chosen research area 
 298 
 
 
C AN You spend time thoroughly reading into and understanding the research literature 
 
O P&I You think up your research options and gain your tutors agreement over the best choice 
4. You have been elected to report back on 
behalf of a study group only to find that some 
members have not produced sufficient work E P&O 
You speak to the group and get each member to sign up to deliver their work by an 
agreed date 
 
C R&N 
You immediately call the group together to resolve any disagreements over the work to 
be shared 
 
O AN 
You work out how to achieve what you need taking into account the strengths and 
weaknesses of the group 
 
A P&I You point out to those who have not delivered how unfair this is to the rest of the group 
5. A fellow student on your course is struggling 
to keep up and has asked you for help C P&O 
You try to find out exactly what the problem is and suggest how the student can 
reorganise their approach 
 
O R&N 
You try to help motivate the student to succeed by interesting them in the content of the 
course  
 
A AN 
You explore whether the student has what it takes and if necessary advise them to change 
their course 
 
E P&I 
You convince the student that there is nothin wrong in seeking help and support from the 
university staff 
6. You find out in conversation with several 
classmates that they want to complain about the 
quality of teaching on one of your courses O P&O 
You think about how things could be improved and suggest when improvements could be 
made 
 
A R&N 
You encourage your classmates to discuss their feelings with teaching staff before 
making a formal complaint 
 
E AN 
You listen to your classmates grievances and offer to represent them in reaching a 
solution with staff 
 
C P&I 
You get your classmates to identify exactly why they are dissatisfied and whether a 
complaint is justified 
7. You have completed a difficult piece of work 
before the deadline and want to make sure that 
you have not made any mistakes A P&O You ask people you trust to review the work in time to allow you to make any changes  
 
E R&N You approach the brightest classmates and ask for their help  
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C AN You reread your work thoroughly to check that your conclusions are valid and accurate 
 
O P&I 
You discuss your conclusions with your tutor to check that you have covered the right 
things 
8. You are a student representative and have 
been approached by a senior lecturer for help in 
reducing the amount of copying from internet 
sources amongst your fellow students E P&O 
You arrange to chair a series of meetings with small groups of students to discuss how to 
use internet resources in a sensible way 
 
C R&N 
You offer your support to staff in identifying how to convince students without 
antagonising them 
 
O AN 
You discuss the reasons why students are apparently cheating with the lecturer to look for 
other underlying causes 
 
A P&I 
You take care to ensure that in responding to the request you can maintain the trust of 
students as their representative 
 
Note: Each SJT option developed from content representing: E = extravert, C = conscientiousness, O = openness, A = agreeableness; 
P&O = planning , R&N = relating, AN = analysing,  P&I = persuading. 
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Study 2: Self-Assessed Competencies: 
Participant instructions: 
Here are a number of ways of describing how you deal with things. Please pick one rating next to each statement to 
indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the statement. 
Competency Item 
P&O I set challenging objectives. 
AN I am good at finding solutions. 
P&O I am good at organising people. 
AN I am logical.  
P&O I plan for the worst.  
R&N I make people feel at ease.  
P&I I can call on a lot of contacts. 
P&I I am good at influencing others. 
AN I probe for informaton.  
P&I I am a good negotiator.  
R&N I make an impression on others. 
R&N I am diplomatic. 
 
Note: P&O = planning , R&N = relating, AN = analysing,  P&I = persuading. 
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Appendix D: Study 2A Item Statistics 
Table D1-1 
Descriptive statistics for SJT likert items in each situation (N. 974) 
Situation Item Type 
Item ID 
M SD Skewness  Kurtosis 
1. Analyse 
Agreeable 
AnAg1 3.0021 .80721 -.591 .061 
Plan 
Conscientious 
PlCo1 3.5955 .67599 -1.860 3.679 
Persuade 
Extravert 
PeEx1 1.8429 .89245 .678 -.555 
Relate Open ReOp1 2.7320 .85486 -.189 -.572 
2. Plan Open PlOp1 3.3480 .75662 -.988 .533 
Relate 
Agreeable 
ReAg1 3.3522 .81998 -1.189 .848 
Analyse 
Extravert 
AnEx1 2.5318 .97160 -.063 -.948 
Persuade 
Conscientious 
PeCo1 3.6016 .72500 -1.971 3.595 
3. Relate 
Extravert 
ReEx1 3.1006 .86269 -.705 -.159 
Persuade PeOp1 3.2136 .83326 -.876 .195 
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Open 
Analyse 
Conscientious 
AnCo1 3.5534 .74822 -1.761 2.707 
Plan 
Agreeable 
PlAg1 2.6057 .98426 -.099 -.987 
4. Persuade 
Agreeable 
PeAg1 2.3255 .97861 .136 -.985 
Analyse Open AnOp1 3.3819 .75042 -1.048 .613 
Relate 
Conscientious 
ReCo1 3.1612 .81588 -.736 .029 
Plan Extravert PlEx1 2.9846 .95034 -.596 -.581 
5. Relate Open ReOp2 3.0051 .83904 -.501 -.341 
Analyse 
Agreeable 
AnAg2 1.7906 .83060 .839 .099 
Persuade 
Extravert 
PeEx2 3.2957 .78843 -.991 .585 
Plan 
Conscientious 
PlCo2 3.5123 .69749 -1.455 2.073 
6. Relate 
Agreeable 
ReAg2 3.2084 .83641 -.925 .358 
Plan Open PlOp2 3.0164 .85166 -.632 -.112 
Persuade 
Conscientious 
PeCo2 3.2166 .80676 -.848 .265 
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Analyse 
Extravert 
AnEx2 2.3203 1.01987 .225 -1.046 
7. Relate 
Extravert 
ReEx2 1.8727 .82622 .733 .061 
Analyse 
Conscientious 
AnCo2 3.7536 .56158 -2.678 8.226 
Plan 
Agreeable 
PlAg2 3.1355 .84218 -.695 -.176 
Persuade 
Open 
PeOp2 3.1694 .87153 -.792 -.148 
8. Plan Extravert PlEx2 2.8285 .94904 -.361 -.786 
Relate 
Conscientious 
ReCo2 2.9055 .88687 -.497 -.412 
Analyse Open AnOP2 2.7402 1.00015 -.339 -.915 
Persuade 
Agreeable 
PeAg2 3.3183 .84170 -1.153 .718 
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Table D1-2 
SJT inter-item correlation coefficients 
  
Situation 1 Situation 2 Situation 3 Situation 4 
  
AnAg1 PlCo1 PeEx1 ReOp1 PlOp1 ReAg1 AnEx1 PeCo1 ReEx1 PeOp1 AnCo1 PlAg1 PeAg1 AnOp1 ReCo1 PlEx1 
Situation 1 AnAg1         
            
 
PlCo1 0.043 
  
  
            
 
PeEx1 -.075* -.111** 
 
  
            
 
ReOp1 -0.029 -.067* .090**   
            Situation 2 PlOp1 .192** .191** 0.025 .109**     
        
 
ReAg1 .143** .109** .071* .132** .119** 
  
  
        
 
AnEx1 0.047 0.043 .162** .252** .251** .247** 
 
  
        
 
PeCo1 .094** .151** .219** .192** .142** .120** .189**   
        Situation 3 ReEx1 .214** .102** .119** .180** .216** .203** .216** .274**     
    
 
PeOp1 .192** .095** .085** 0.05 .144** .170** .201** .246** .086** 
  
  
    
 
AnCo1 .085** .232** .089** .157** .251** .218** .210** .325** .173** -0.013 
 
  
    
 
PlAg1 .120** .077* .138** .202** .205** .198** .258** .220** .164** .164** .114**   
    Situation 4 PeAg1 .075* -0.024 .172** .130** .106** .226** .238** .226** .222** .130** .171** .138**     
 
AnOp1 .134** .256** -0.004 .094** .216** .164** .181** .151** .190** .139** .220** .111** 0.046 
  
  
 
ReCo1 .154** .128** 0.053 .156** .182** .185** .189** .149** .113** .114** .160** .274** .105** 0.044 
 
  
 
PlEx1 .074* 0.061 .146** 0.052 .172** .110** .177** .239** .102** .156** .181** .177** 0.033 -0.057 .120**   
Situation 5 ReOp2 .146** .125** 0.05 .180** .216** .181** .219** .132** .197** .107** .185** .199** .173** .219** .123** .099** 
 
AnAg2 .122** -0.03 .168** .118** .164** .105** .202** .075* .176** .106** 0.063 .221** .215** .115** .123** .100** 
 
PeEx2 .131** .099** .180** .198** .162** .236** .279** .350** .230** .214** .268** .169** .193** .208** .172** .175** 
 
PlCo2 .137** .128** 0.05 .070* .168** .063* .063* .095** .092** .087** .092** .142** .105** .093** .205** .091** 
Situation 6 ReAg2 .086** .115** 0.047 .103** .168** .148** .167** .140** .200** .082* .162** .190** .108** .171** .130** .085** 
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PlOp2 .199** .176** .093** .112** .229** .201** .289** .229** .209** .222** .216** .204** .179** .230** .251** .131** 
 
PeCo2 .088** .069* .104** .071* .186** .172** .177** .176** .158** .130** .166** .144** .151** .186** .161** .156** 
 
AnEx2 .113** 0.06 .089** .148** .218** .124** .203** .125** .177** .081* .136** .247** .144** .142** .159** .172** 
Situation 7 ReEx2 .145** -0.033 .200** .205** .073* .141** .223** .162** .240** .126** .068* .262** .189** 0.047 .166** .100** 
 
AnCo2 .074* .262** .064* .094** .233** .171** .173** .264** .132** .181** .305** .120** .198** .236** .100** .091** 
 
PlAg2 0.025 0.048 .093** .233** .134** .172** .215** .225** .244** .146** .197** .212** .157** .139** .151** .118** 
 
PeOp2 .284** .076* 0.047 .087** .107** .139** .077* .182** .255** .199** .075* .278** 0.059 .141** .199** .172** 
Situation 8 PlEx2 .180** .137** -0.039 0.035 .109** .075* .072* 0.028 .193** 0.009 .073* .136** 0.04 .114** .153** .127** 
 
ReCo2 .144** .125** .085** .120** .224** .207** .217** .218** .180** .223** .118** .195** .095** .189** .133** .126** 
 
AnOP2 0.057 0.036 .091** .188** .149** .142** .221** .183** .155** .128** .194** .175** .177** .167** .172** .122** 
 
PeAg2 .076* .096** .172** .143** .226** .180** .263** .326** .164** .225** .314** .215** .141** .201** .162** .164** 
 
 
  
Situation 5 Situation 6 Situation 7 Situation 8 
  
ReOp2 AnAg2 PeEx2 PlCo2 ReAg2 PlOp2 PeCo2 AnEx2 ReEx2 AnCo2 PlAg2 PeOp2 PlEx2 ReCo2 AnOP2 PeAg2 
Situation 5 ReOp2         
            
 
AnAg2 .159** 
  
  
            
 
PeEx2 0.054 .090** 
 
  
            
 
PlCo2 0.024 .084** -0.022   
            Situation 6 ReAg2 .121** .094** .204** .130**     
        
 
PlOp2 .273** .194** .192** .152** .102** 
  
  
        
 
PeCo2 .165** .177** .195** .184** 0.049 .173** 
 
  
        
 
AnEx2 .190** .202** .127** .148** 0.025 .206** .093**   
        Situation 7 ReEx2 .234** .304** .110** 0.054 0.047 .229** .075* .233**     
    
 
AnCo2 .188** 0.024 .271** .068* .173** .223** .206** 0.037 .067* 
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PlAg2 .159** .102** .201** .120** .100** .190** .165** .110** .217** .136** 
 
  
    
 
PeOp2 .104** .177** .208** .156** .132** .153** .117** .207** .181** -0.03 0.006   
    Situation 8 PlEx2 .168** .102** 0.018 .130** .172** .113** .071* .167** .074* 0.04 .081* .199**     
 
ReCo2 .234** .146** .222** .153** .176** .242** .148** .219** .190** .186** .149** .204** 0.022 
  
  
 
AnOP2 .150** .178** .250** .134** .175** .208** .209** .104** .125** .157** .192** .118** -.133** .157** 
 
  
 
PeAg2 .161** .090** .323** .084** .222** .231** .230** .168** .097** .279** .191** .173** -.090** .130** .236**   
Note. Correlations between items, n. 974, * p<.05, **p<.01
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Table D1-3 
Variance accounted for by personality trait and competency response options 
Situation Item  Item ID M 
Personality 
Trait 
Competency Uniqueness 
Situation 1 Analyse Agreeable AnAg1 3.00 .09 .02 .89 
 
Plan Conscientious PlCo1 3.5 .00 .18 .82 
 
Persuade Extravert PeEx1 1.84 .06 .02 .92 
 
Relate Open ReOp1 2.73 .08 .03 .89 
Situation 2 Plan Open PlOp1 3.34 .05 .18 .77 
 
Relate Agreeable ReAg1 3.35 .06 .10 .84 
Analyse Extravert AnEx1 2.53 .13 .10 .77 
 Persuade Conscientious PeCo1 3.60 .06 .25 .69 
Situation 3 Relate Extravert ReEx1 3.10 .17 .07 .76 
. Persuade Open PeOp1 3.21 .05 .10 .85 
 
Analyse Conscientious AnCo1 3.55 .01 .27 .72 
 
Plan Agreeable PlAg1 2.60 .20 .05 .75 
Situation 4 Persuade Agreeable PeAg1 2.32 .08 .07 .85 
 
Analyse Open AnOp1 3.38 .01 .17 .82 
 
Relate Conscientious ReCo1 3.16 .10 .06 .84 
 
Plan Extravert PlEx1 2.98 .05 .05 .90 
Situation 5 Relate Open ReOp2 3.00 .09 .08 .83 
 
Analyse Agreeable AnAg2 1.79 .20 .00 .80 
 
Persuade Extravert PeEx2 3.29 .07 .25 .68 
 
Plan Conscientious PlCo2 3.51 .04 .04 .92 
Situation 6 Relate Agreeable ReAg2 3.20 .03 .10 .87 
 
Plan Open PlOp2 3.01 .11 .14 .75 
 
Persuade Conscientious PeCo2 3.21 .04 .11 .85 
 
Analyse Extravert AnEx2 2.32 .17 .02 .81 
Situation 7 Relate Extravert ReEx2 1.87 .36 .01 .63 
 
Analyse Conscientious AnCo2 3.75 .00 .33 .67 
 
Plan Agreeable PlAg2 3.13 .08 .07 .85 
 
Persuade Open PeOp2 3.16 .17 .02 .81 
Situation 8 Plan Extravert PlEx2 2.82 .05 .03 .92 
 
Relate Conscientious ReCo2 2.90 .09 .10 .81 
 
Analyse Open AnOP2 2.74 .08 .06 .86 
 
Persuade Agreeable PeAg2 3.31 .04 .26 .70 
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Appendix E: Study 2B Descriptive Statistics 
Table E1-1 
Descriptive statistics for Study 2B individual difference measures (N. 974) 
 
 
 
 
Situation 
 
 
 
Scale ID M 
 
SD 
 
Skewness 
 
 
 
Kurtosis 
 
1. Familiarity Tutfam 2.6694 .93110 -.699 -.422 
Comfort Tutcom 2.6037 .68835 -1.475 .762 
2. Familiarity Lectfam 2.7752 .96908 -.611 -.526 
Comfort Lectcom 2.4908 .75144 -1.097 -.308 
3. Familiarity Resfam 2.6930 1.00319 -.531 -.766 
Comfort Rescom 2.6057 .60540 -1.302 .759 
4. Familiarity Studfam 2.8491 .92516 -.672 -.253 
Comfort Studcom 2.5133 .72066 -1.145 -.090 
5. Familiarity Helpfam 2.8368 .92751 -.677 -.257 
Comfort Helpcom 2.7587 .49489 -1.995 3.505 
6. Familiarity Comfam 2.4682 .99253 -.202 -1.044 
Comfort Comcom 2.4199 .70328 -.815 -.523 
7. Familiarity Compfam 3.2731 .80553 -1.196 1.351 
Comfort Compcom 2.8265 .44384 -2.664 7.025 
8. Familiarity Chetfam 1.8193 .98404 .783 -.689 
Comfort Chetcom 2.3234 .69732 -.556 -.752 
 
Overall Familiarity Sitfamiliar 21.3840 4.78031 -.362 .412 
Overall Comfort Sitcomfort 20.5421 3.14791 -1.123 2.141 
Extraversion Extrav 10.1786 2.77874 -.686 -.060 
Agreeableness Agreeab 10.4692 2.28102 -.330 -.410 
Conscientiousness Consc 12.2074 2.12123 -1.407 1.718 
Emotional Stability EmotStab 10.7413 2.79421 -.770 -.110 
Openness Openess 11.6099 2.01427 -.992 1.012 
Competencies Planning 9.3039 1.50369 -.408 1.316 
Analysis 10.0749 1.37573 -.683 2.530 
Relating 9.2782 1.56779 -.505 1.300 
Persuading 9.2988 1.66212 -.478 1.008 
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Table E1-2 
Descriptive statistics for Study 2B SJT construct measures (N.974) 
 
 
 
Situation 
 
 
Scale ID 
 
M 
 
SD 
 
Skewness 
 
 
Kurtosis 
 
SJT Analysis Sitanyl 23.07 3.39 -0.45 1.97 
SJT Planning Sitplan 25.03 3.36 -0.68 2.83 
SJT Relating Sitrel 23.34 3.50 -0.54 1.93 
SJT Persuading Sitpers 23.98 3.58 -0.75 2.00 
SJT Extraversion Sitextra 20.78 3.69 -0.27 0.81 
SJT Agreeableness Sitagree 22.74 3.50 -0.46 1.51 
SJT Conscientiousness Sitconc 27.30 3.08 -1.34 6.40 
SJT Openness Sitopen 24.61 3.47 -0.65 2.42 
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Figure E1-1 
Overall situation familiarity score distribution (N. 974) 
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Figure E1-2 
Overall situation comfort score distribution (N.974) 
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Appendix F: Study 2B Stepwise Multiple Regressions 
 
Table F1-1 
SJT Analysis Model Summary 
R
2
 = .371, p<.05 
Variable B SE B β 
Overall Familiarity .145 .025 .205** 
Analysis .226 .090 .092* 
Overall Comfort .113 .039 .105** 
Planning .188 .081 .083* 
 
 
Table F1-2 
SJT Planning Model Summary 
R
2
 = .440, p<.01 
Variable B SE B β 
Overall Comfort .161 .039 .151** 
Analysis .346 .083 .141** 
Overall Familiarity ..092 .024 .131** 
Conscientiousness .161 .071 .097** 
Relating .209 .071 .097** 
 
 
 
Table F1-3 
SJT Relating Model Summary 
R
2
 = .371, p<.05 
Variable B SE B β 
Overall Familiarity .118 .026 .162** 
Analysis .353 .092 .139** 
Overall Comfort .098 .042 .088* 
Agreeableness .122 .046 .079** 
Persuading .155 .079 .073* 
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Table F1-4 
SJT Persuading Model Summary 
R
2
 = .291, p<.05 
Variable B SE B β 
Overall Familiarity .121 .027 .162** 
Analysis .343 .092 .132** 
Agreeableness .168 .051 .107** 
Emotional Stability -.168 .047 -.131** 
Overall Comfort .095 .045 .083* 
 
 
Table F1-5 
SJT Extraversion Model Summary 
R
2
 = .317, p<.05 
Variable B SE B β 
Overall Familiarity .122 .028 .158** 
Analysis .254 .095 .094** 
Overall Comfort .106 .044 .091* 
Relating .189 .082 .080* 
 
 
Table F1-6 
SJT Agreeableness Model Summary 
R
2
 = .346, p<.05 
Variable B SE B β 
Overall Familiarity .111 .026 .152** 
Analysis .324 .096 .127** 
Overall Comfort .128 .043 .115** 
Agreeableness .137 .049 .089** 
Emotional Stability -.107 .045 -.086* 
Planning .176 .085 .075* 
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Table F1-7 
SJT Conscientiousness Model Summary 
R
2
 = .413, p<.05 
Variable B SE B β 
Overall Comfort .137 .037 .140** 
Analysis .312 .076 .139** 
Overall Familiarity .108 .022 .168** 
Conscientiousness .196 .048 .135** 
Extraversion -.087 .036 -.078* 
Agreeableness .082 .041 .060* 
 
 
Table F1-8 
SJT Openness Model Summary 
R
2
 = .395, p<.05 
Variable B SE B β 
Overall Familiarity .142 .025 .195** 
Analysis .383 .086 .152** 
Overall Comfort .105 .040 .096** 
Relating .188 .074 .085* 
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Appendix G: Study 3 Questionnaires 
Study 3 – SJT, comprehension, interpretation and event recognition items 
 
Participant instructions: 
 
General: 
This part of the study is about how you respond to situations.  
You will be presented with descriptions of four situations that you may encounter in educational settings. 
After each situation you are presented with a number of questions. 
Please choose the response that you believe you would give if you were faced with the situation described. 
Think of each action separately when you are considering how you would respond to the situation. 
You will then be asked to decide whether each of 3 further statements are True, False or you Cannot Say given the information presented 
about the situation. 
Finally you will be asked some questions to see what you remember about the situation you have just read. 
Note: For each situation when present: 
SJT prompt: Please read the situation and then indicate the degree to which you would use each of 
the actions by selecting one of the following responses. 
Comprehension prompt: For each statement below indicate whether it is True, False or you Cannot Say given 
the information presented above about the situation. Remember only use the information presented above to make your decision. 
The next page of questions will check your memory for the situation you have just read please 
go to these questions now you don't need to try and memorise the situation first. 
Note: For each situation after removed: 
Interpretation prompt: Please answer each question below based on what you think about or can remember from the situation you saw earlier. 
Event recognition prompt: Please indicate whether each of the things described below occurred (Yes) or did 
not occur (No) in the situation you have just read. 
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Study 3 Situation Text Competency/Trait 
Judgement 
Options 
(Competency-
driven) 
Situation 
Comprehension 
Situation 
Interpretation  & 
Options Event Recognition 
1. You recently got allocated to a new 
research supervisor.  Your new 
supervisor has encouraged you to 
present your research to others. An 
opportunity arose to present your 
research at an institution-wide 
conference and this has been supported 
by the head of department who is your 
supervisor's boss. The head of 
department is competing with other 
department heads to attract research 
funding.  The organisers of the 
conference have accepted your paper 
which will be presented to senior 
academic staff and fellow students at 
your institution.  You prepared your 
paper and, as this will reflect the work 
of your class, you sent this to your 
supervisor, your department head,  and 
to four of your classmates for their 
opinions. Two of your classmates have 
come back with comments or words of 
encouragement and two have not replied 
and avoided talking about your 
presentation when you met them. A day 
before you are due to present at the 
conference your supervisor has asked to 
meet to discuss your paper.  You know 
you will not have enough time to amend 
and rehearse the presentation if your 
supervisor wants you to make changes. 
P&O/C 
You agree to 
change your 
presentation in 
line with your 
supervisor's 
suggestions. 
Your supervisor 
is worried about 
the content of 
your 
presentation 
(Cannot Say) 
Who is most likely to 
be concerned about 
the quality of your 
presentation? 
Classmates who want 
you to be successful 
(A). Supervisor to 
keep you on track 
academically (C). 
Head of Department to 
enhance the reputation 
of his research (E).  
The Audience as they 
want to learn 
something interesting 
(O). 
 Your Head of Department has organised 
a conference (F).  The conference 
organisers like your material (T). Your 
supervisor wants to review your paper (T). 
Your paper will be published in the 
conference proceedings (F).  Your 
classmates sent their comments to your 
supervisor (F). Staff from other 
universities will attend the conference (F.)  
You have been selected to speak because 
you meet high standards (FC).  Your 
supervisor wants you to present as you 
relate well to a wider audience (FE). 
R&N/E 
You check with 
your head of 
department to 
make sure that 
she has no 
problems with 
your 
presentation. 
Nobody has read 
your 
presentation yet 
(False) 
What is your 
supervisor most 
likely to do when you 
meet?  
Give you emotional 
support before the big 
day (A).  Check that 
you have everything in 
order (C). Make sure 
you will present the 
research properly (O).  
Ensure that your 
presentation reflects 
well on the department 
(E). 
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P&O/C 
You do not agree 
to any last 
minute changes 
as these will 
threaten the 
quality of your 
presentation. 
The Head of 
Department 
wants you to 
present your 
research (True) 
Why have some of 
your classmates not 
talked to you about 
your presentation? 
 They are jealous of 
your success (E). They 
have not read it (C). 
They don’t want to 
hurt your feelings (A).  
They don’t agree with 
your conclusions (O). 
 
R&N/E 
You agree to 
make changes if, 
in return, your 
supervisor 
promises to 
provide earlier 
feedback in 
future. 
   
Distractor 
You use your 
supervisors 
inputs to help 
you to create a 
new way of 
looking at your 
research. 
   
Distractor 
You listen 
carefully to your 
supervisor and 
acknowledge 
where his input 
has helped you to 
think again about 
how to present 
your material. 
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2. You have just started a new class 
during which the tutor has assigned you 
to work with four of your classmates to 
complete a short study.  You have 
agreed to write up the report on behalf 
of the other four students.  Each of the 
group has agreed to send you their work 
a week before the report is due.  Three 
of the group members e-mail you their 
contributions before the agreed date.  
You have agreed changes and 
everybody is happy so far.  However 
one of the group members, James,  has 
not been in touch even after you have 
sent a reminder.  You now only have 
two days left before the report is due 
and you feel that without the final 
contribution the group report will not be 
good enough to get you all a pass mark. 
R&N/E 
You seek out 
James and insist 
that he delivers 
the missing work 
before the due 
date or you will 
inform the tutor. 
James has 
agreed to the 
contributions 
from the rest of 
the group. 
(False) 
 Who will be 
responsible if you 
don’t get a pass 
mark? 
You will as you 
should have allowed 
time for problems (C). 
It will be James fault 
if the group does not 
pass (A). The tutor is 
as he sets the marking 
guidelines (O). The 
group will share 
collective 
responsibility for not 
working effectively 
(E). 
Your report has not been delivered on 
time (F).  James has sent you a reminder 
by e-mail (F). Your classmates agreed to 
send you their work (T). Your tutor has 
assigned work to groups in the class (T). 
Your report will be marked by the tutor 
(F). You meet your group for coffee to 
discuss what to do (F). You are managing 
the group because you are good at setting 
objectives (FC).  Your classmates think 
that you can persuade James to deliver his 
work (FE). 
P&O/C 
You replan the 
work with the 
rest of your 
group to deliver 
the project on 
time. 
The tutor did not 
appoint you to 
be the group 
leader. (True) 
What has motivated 
most of the group to 
get their 
contributions in on 
time? 
 Students are generally 
cooperative (A). You 
have been an effective 
leader (E). They want 
to get a pass mark (C).  
They are interested in 
the study (O). 
 
R&N/E 
You discuss the 
situation with the 
rest of the group 
to try and agree 
how to get James 
to contribute. 
The pass mark 
will be achieved 
if a contribution 
is received from 
James. (Cannot 
Say) 
Why has James not 
been in touch?  
He knows the rest of 
the group will hand in 
the work (A).  He has 
not bothered to check 
his e-mails (C). He 
does not like working 
with others (E). He 
does not agree with 
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the  way the study has 
developed (O). 
P&O/C 
You deliver the 
work that has 
been submitted 
by the rest of the 
group and omit 
James from the 
list of 
contributors. 
   
Distractor 
You redesign the 
study so that it 
can be completed 
without Jame's 
material 
   
Distractor 
You go and see 
James and offer 
your support to 
help him 
complete his 
task. 
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3. It is nearing the end of your second 
year and so far you have managed to 
keep up with the demands placed on you 
by the study programme.  You get on 
well with your course tutor who you 
believe to be tough but fair.  One of 
your classmates, Susan, has not been so 
fortunate and has fallen behind in both 
delivering her work on time and in the 
results she has received.  Susan has been 
quite upset about her performance and 
blames the quality of the teaching in 
several of her classes for this.  Last night 
you went for a drink at the Student 
Union with most of your classmates 
including Susan.  As the evening went 
on it became apparent to you that Susan 
is not alone in feeling that the standard 
of teaching and the structure of the 
course are responsible for poor 
performance by the students.  Susan has 
now approached you to ask if you will 
agree to sign a petition complaining 
about the course.  This petition will be 
sent directly to the Head of Department 
bypassing the lecturers and tutors.  You 
know that if you do this it will 
embarrass your tutor. 
R&N/E 
You have a quiet 
word with your 
tutor about the 
level of 
dissatisfaction 
amongst your 
classmates. 
All of the class 
feels that the 
standard of the 
course is too 
difficult. (False) 
Who is responsible 
for late delivery of 
coursework?  
Students who have not 
planned their work to 
meet the set timescales 
(C).  Academic staff 
who have failed to 
take into account the 
capacity of the 
average student (O). 
Head of Department 
should have been 
talking and listening to 
his customers i.e. the 
students (E).  Students 
who prefer to go out 
drinking than do their 
work (A). 
You feel that you will upset your tutor if 
you sign the petition (T). The petition has 
been signed by students from many 
departments (F).  Susan is emotionally 
close to you (F). The Student Union is 
supporting the petition (F).  Susan wants 
you to sign the petition (T). You have 
fallen behind in your work (F).  Your 
methodological approach has allowed you 
to meet your study objectives (FC). Your 
classmates want you to sign the petition 
because of your credibility with the Head 
of Department (FE). 
R&N/E 
You encourage 
your classmates 
to discuss their 
feelings with 
teaching staff 
before making a 
formal 
complaint. 
The standards 
on the course 
are set too high 
for the majority 
of students 
(Cannot Say) 
What will the Head 
of Department do 
when he gets the 
student's petition? 
Start an investigation 
into whether the 
student claims are true 
(O).  Seek a meeting 
with the students to 
discuss this further 
(E).  Remind the 
students that the 
course has been 
developed so that the 
students meet the 
required academic 
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standards (C).  Meet 
with the other 
academic staff to find 
a way to suppress the 
demands in the 
petition (A). 
P&O/C 
You meet with 
your classmates 
to try and get 
them to change 
the petition so 
that it focuses on 
what 
improvements 
are needed on the 
course. 
The standards 
set by the 
academic staff 
are not the only 
thing about 
which the 
students are 
dissatisfied 
(True). 
Why has this 
problem started in 
the first place?  
Like everything else 
course standards have 
fallen with pressures 
to reduce costs (C). 
The academic staff 
have forgotten that 
students need time to 
relax and socialise 
with each other (E).  
The course has not 
been designed to 
match the capabilities 
of students (O). A 
hardcore of 
troublemakers has got 
into the student body 
(A). 
 
P&O 
You do not sign 
the petition as 
you have had no 
cause for 
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complaint.  
Distractor 
You suggest a 
number of 
options to your 
classmates aimed 
at avoiding the 
students and the 
staff getting 
locked into an 
argument. 
   
Distractor 
You respond 
sympathetically 
to Susan and 
offer your 
support to her 
and the rest of 
your classmates. 
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4. You are a student representative 
elected by your fellow students to speak 
on their behalf at joint student and 
teaching staff meetings.  Dr. Hunter who 
runs the ethics class introduced new 
software for detecting whether internet 
sources have been copied into student 
essays and reports as this breaks 
copyright law and is unfair.  Over the 
last term the students have been asked to 
voluntarily ensure that they do not copy 
material from the internet into their 
work.  From next term students will be 
disciplined and may be removed from 
the course if they are detected.  You 
have just attended the last student and 
staff meeting of the term where Dr. 
Hunter revealed that over 30% of the 
students had been detected copying 
material from internet sources and 
presenting this as their own work.  You 
know that you inadvertently left some 
material copied from the internet in a 
recent essay that you had to complete 
quickly due to the pressure of work you 
are under.  Dr. Hunter has asked that 
you encourage your fellow students to 
stop all copying in the new term before 
the department is forced to engage in 
wholesale disciplinary action. 
P&O/C 
You schedule a 
series of 
meetings with 
groups of 
students to 
discuss how to 
use internet 
resources in a 
sensible way 
Dr Hunter 
knows that you 
have copied 
material from 
the internet 
(Cannot Say) 
Who will be 
responsible if 
students are removed 
from the course? 
Students themselves 
as they have been told 
to stop copying (C). 
Dr Hunter due to his 
intrusive use of 
software to spy on the 
students (A). You will 
be responsible as you 
will have failed to 
persuade students to 
stop copying (E). 
Outdated rules and 
regulations that do not 
take into account the 
need to free up the use 
of information in the 
internet age. (O)  
Publishers have threatened to sue the 
university over copyright theft (F). 
Students have been getting high marks by 
cheating (F).  Dr Hunter has threatened to 
discipline you for copying material (F). 
Students have been copying work from 
each other (F). You are an elected 
spokesperson for the students (T). A 
minority of students have been detected 
copying from the internet (T).  You are 
worried that you will be caught for 
accidently cheating (FC). You get on well 
with both students and staff (FE). 
P&O/C 
You pass on Dr 
Hunter's 
recommendations 
to your fellow 
students. 
Students will be 
disciplined if 
they copy off 
the internet from 
the start of the 
new term (True) 
What will your 
fellow students think 
when you tell them 
about the new 
regulations? They 
will agree to go along 
with the procedures as 
rules are rules (C).  
They will blame you 
for not negotiating a 
better deal (E). They 
will work out how to 
disguise copied work 
so it is not detected 
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(O). This will be 
further evidence of a 
'big brother' mentality 
amongst the 
authorities (A). 
R&N/E 
You work with 
your fellow 
student 
representatives 
and the academic 
staff to draft 
posters and e-
mails to 
communicate the 
new policy. 
Accidental 
copying of 
internet material 
does not break 
copyright law 
(False) 
Why did Dr. Hunter 
introduce the software 
to detect copying? He 
had to so that the 
department did not get 
into trouble C.  It is 
the only way to stop 
students cheating A.  
To study the extent of 
the problem O.  To 
persuade students to 
write their own 
material E. 
 
R&N/E 
You seek to 
reach an 
agreement with 
Dr. Hunter over 
how the 
disciplinary 
procedures will 
be introduced. 
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Distractor 
You suggest an 
alternative 
process to Dr. 
Hunter based on 
self-regulation 
and monitoring 
by the students to 
help avoid 
enforcement of 
disciplinary 
action 
   
Distractor 
You spend time 
understanding 
Dr. Hunter's 
concerns and 
work closely 
with him to help 
avoid alienating 
the students 
    
 
Note: Traits: E = extravert C = conscientiousness, O = openness, A = agreeableness; Competencies: P&O = planning , R&N = relating; Events: 
T = true, F = false. 
Each SJT item constructed with material representing one competency and one trait. 
Each comprehension item is either true, false or cannot say. 
Each interpretation item has options keyed to reflect different trait-relevance. 
Two ‘false’ events keyed to traits. 
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Study 3 – Self Assessed Competencies 
Participant instructions: 
 
Here are a number of ways of describing how you deal with things. Please pick one rating next to each statement to 
indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the statement. 
Competency Item 
Relating & Networking I make people feel at ease 
Relating & Networking I can call on a lot of contacts 
Relating & Networking I make an impression on others 
Relating & Networking I am good at influencing others 
Relating & Networking I quickly get to the point 
Relating & Networking I respond to feedback 
Planning & Organising I set challenging objectives 
Planning & Organising I am good at organising people 
Planning & Organising I check my work 
Planning & Organising I am methodical 
Planning & Organising I finish my tasks on time 
Distractor I am sympathetic to peoples feelings 
Distractor I develop new ways of working 
Distractor I produce creative solutions 
Distractor I take time to listen 
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Table G1-1 
Metrics describing complexity of situations 
Situation Fleish Reading Ease Personae 
transitions 
Goal 
transitions 
Causal 
transitions 
Total 
transitions 
1. You are asked to present your 
research 
50.4 (fairly difficult) 14 8 2 24 
2. You have to complete a study with 
others 
73.9 (fairly easy) 6 3 2 11 
3. You are asked to support a petition 67.2 (standard) 12 4 4 20 
4. You are asked to support a 
departmental initiative 
49 (difficult) 10 4 5 19 
 
Note: Fleish reading ease takes into account the number of words and sentences, and syllables per word to calculate an index of readability; 
number of transitions based on event segmentation technique used by Zacks et. al., 2009.
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Appendix H: Study 3 Item statistics and inter-correlations 
 
Table H1-1: Descriptive statistics for situational judgement ratings (N. 534)  
Situations Item Type 
Item ID M 
 
SD 
 
Skewness 
 
Kurtosis 
 
 
You are asked 
to present your 
research 
Creating - 
Openness 
Pap1CreOp 3.02 .762 -.592 .262 
Relating & 
Networking - 
Extraversion 
Pap2IntEx 3.03 .962 -.656 -.599 
Planning & 
Organising - 
Conscientious 
Pap3OrgCon 2.56 .729 -.209 -.218 
Planning & 
Organising - 
Conscientious 
Pap4OrgCon 2.06 .879 .448 -.559 
Supporting - 
Agreeableness 
Pap5SupAgr 3.63 .621 -1.959 4.497 
Relating & 
Networking - 
Extraversion 
Pap6IntEx 2.25 .967 .279 -.908 
You have to 
complete a 
study with 
others 
Relating & 
Networking - 
Extraversion 
Rep1IntEx 3.36 .762 -1.072 .698 
Creating - 
Openness 
Rep2CreOp 2.21 .807 .146 -.573 
Planning & 
Organising - 
Conscientious 
Rep3OrgCon 3.07 .796 -.570 -.123 
Planning & 
Organising - 
Conscientious 
Rep4OrgCon 1.99 .844 .622 -.132 
Supporting - 
Agreeableness 
Rep5SupAgr 3.45 .709 -1.182 1.031 
Relating & 
Networking - 
Extraversion 
Rep6IntEx 2.28 .906 .196 -.771 
You are asked 
to support a 
petition 
Creating - 
Openness 
Com1CreOp 3.30 .714 -.852 .616 
Relating & 
Networking - 
Extraversion 
Com2IntEx 3.69 .560 -2.064 5.147 
Planning & 
Organising - 
Conscientious 
Com3OrgCon 3.23 .849 -1.021 .481 
Supporting - 
Agreeableness 
Com4SupAgr 2.81 .894 -.284 -.713 
Relating & 
Networking - 
Extraversion 
Com5IntEx 2.32 .898 .063 -.828 
Planning & 
Organising - 
Conscientious 
Com6OrgCon 2.95 .852 -.583 -.173 
You are asked 
to support a 
Planning & 
Organising - 
Eth1OrgCon 3.20 .818 -.896 .367 
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departmental 
initiative 
Conscientious 
Creating - 
Openness 
Eth2CreOp 2.12 .857 .477 -.331 
Relating & 
Networking - 
Extraversion 
Eth3IntEx 3.26 .770 -.995 .892 
Planning & 
Organising - 
Conscientious 
Eth4OrgCon 3.46 .715 -1.350 1.720 
Supporting - 
Agreeableness 
Eth5SupAgr 3.13 .811 -.699 .005 
Relating & 
Networking - 
Extraversion 
Eth6IntEx 2.74 .937 -.320 -.760 
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Table H1-2: Inter-Correlations and significance (2-tailed) between Situational Judgement Items (n.534) 
 
Pap2
IntE
x 
Pap3
Org
Con 
Pap4O
rgCon 
Pap
5Su
pAg
r 
Pap
6Int
Ex 
Rep
1Int
Ex 
Rep
2Cre
Op 
Rep
3Or
gCo
n 
Rep
4Or
gCo
n 
Rep
5Su
pAg
r 
Rep
6Int
Ex 
Com
1Cre
Op 
Com
2Int
Ex 
Com3
OrgC
on 
Com
4Su
pAg
r 
Com
5Int
Ex 
Com
6Or
gCo
n 
Eth1
Org
Con 
Eth
2Cr
eOp 
Eth3
IntE
x 
Eth4
Org
Con 
Eth5
Sup
Agr 
Eth6
IntE
x 
PapCr
eOp1 
.025 .345 -.161 .284 .032 .098 .079 .125 .018 .057 .022 .176 .092 -.007 .080 .095 .146 .057 .180 .097 .077 .102 .083 
                       
                       
Pap2I
ntEx 
  .072 .115 .037 -
.058 
.136 .089 -
.032 
.026 .057 .143 .072 .045 .019 .020 .067 .148 .109 .091 .061 .130 .050 .104 
 
  
                      
                         
Pap3
OrgC
on 
    -.357 .216 .089 -
.061 
.081 .029 .019 -
.049 
-
.015 
.012 -
.049 
-.003 .056 .042 .056 .011 .174 .024 -
.023 
.059 .065 
   
  
                     
                          
Pap4
OrgC
on 
      -
.245 
.007 .049 .009 .026 .074 -
.022 
.153 .037 -
.012 
.019 .041 .038 -
.049 
.033 -
.055 
.055 .168 -
.011 
.108 
     
  
                    
                           
Pap5S
upAgr 
        -
.060 
.045 -
.018 
.042 -
.112 
.122 -
.065 
.053 .116 .006 .081 .017 .112 .069 .018 .067 -
.008 
.128 -
.074 
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Pap6I
ntEx 
          .032 .034 .095 .086 -
.002 
.078 .040 .045 -.036 .036 .081 .012 .009 .104 .066 .026 .071 .096 
         
  
                  
                             
Rep1I
ntEx 
            .077 .108 .094 -
.020 
.049 .166 .118 .020 .062 .043 .062 .011 .035 .133 .095 .160 .109 
           
  
                 
                              
Rep2
CreO
p 
              .346 .317 -
.083 
.057 .065 .031 .110 .041 .078 .066 -
.011 
-
.037 
.020 .160 .006 .077 
             
  
                
                               
Rep3
OrgC
on 
                .160 -
.084 
-
.068 
.037 .067 -.040 .065 .080 .071 .066 .043 .113 .113 .123 .101 
               
  
               
                                
Rep4
OrgC
on 
                  -
.230 
.195 .012 -
.071 
.127 .044 .089 -
.035 
-
.037 
.028 .039 .061 -
.102 
.120 
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Rep5
SupA
gr 
                    -
.096 
.141 .119 .046 .164 .096 .188 .163 .007 .101 .007 .071 -
.010 
                   
  
             
                                  
Rep6I
ntEx 
                      .004 -
.002 
.042 .010 .107 .076 -
.017 
-
.028 
.002 .087 -
.004 
.113 
                     
  
            
                                   
Com1
CreO
p 
                        .341 .023 .142 .161 .212 .241 .090 .167 .180 .181 .154 
                       
  
           
                                    
Com2
IntEx 
                          .095 .121 .089 .173 .251 .051 .221 .217 .146 .090 
                         
  
          
                                     
Com3
OrgC
on 
                            -
.003 
-
.024 
-
.039 
.076 -
.040 
.123 .201 -
.007 
.104 
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Com4
SupA
gr 
                              .061 .138 .069 .097 .166 .125 .100 .144 
                             
  
        
                                       
Com5
IntEx 
                                .239 .041 .066 .009 .089 .133 .135 
                               
  
       
                                        
Com6
OrgC
on 
                                  .224 .119 .156 .145 .158 .132 
                                 
  
      
                                         
Eth1O
rgCon 
                                    .200 .267 .151 .222 .179 
                                   
  
     
                                          
Eth2C
reOp 
                                      .071 -
.026 
.140 .091 
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Eth3I
ntEx 
                                        .374 .279 .185 
                                       
  
   
                                            
Eth4O
rgCon 
                                          .204 .239 
                                         
  
  
                                             
Eth5S
upAgr 
                                            .334 
                                           
  
 
                                              
 
Note. N. 534, significance level (two-tailed) P < .01 P < .05
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Table H1-3: Descriptive statistics for situational comprehension items 
(correct/incorrect) (N. 534) 
Situation Item Type 
Item ID 
M SD Skewness Kurtosis 
 
    You are asked 
to present your 
research 
Cannot Say Papcogcs1 .8483 .35905 -1.947 1.799 
False Papcogf1 .9064 .29159 -2.798 5.849 
True papcogt1 .7004 .45852 -.877 -1.235 
You have to 
complete a 
study with 
others 
 
False repcogf1 .3989 .49013 .414 -1.835 
True repcogt1 .6124 .48767 -.463 -1.793 
Cannot Say repcogcs1 .6873 .46404 -.810 -1.349 
You are asked 
to support a 
petition 
True comcogt1 .6124 .48767 -.463 -1.793 
Cannot Say comcogcs1 .6835 .46554 -.791 -1.379 
False comcogf1 .6910 .46251 -.829 -1.318 
You are 
asked to 
support a 
departmental 
initiative 
False ethcogf1 .6966 .46015 -.858 -1.269 
True ethcogt1 .8764 .32943 -2.294 3.274 
Cannot Say ethfcogcs1 .7790 .41529 -1.349 -.181 
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Table H1-4: Inter-Correlations and significance (2-tailed) between Situational Comprehension Items (n.534) 
 
Papcogf1 papcogt1 repcogf1 repcogt1 repcogcs1 comcogt1 comcogcs1 comcogf1 ethcogf1 ethcogt1 ethfcogcs1 
Papcogcs1 
.079 .043 -.071 -.058 .176 .017 .195 -.023 -.075 -.032 .089 
            
            
Papcogf1 
  .141 .078 -.031 .033 -.058 -.053 .022 .054 .036 -.001 
 
  
          
            
papcogt1 
    .024 .033 .026 .050 .021 -.048 -.040 .115 .016 
   
  
         
            
repcogf1 
      .020 .038 -.050 -.120 .023 .080 .050 -.082 
     
  
        
            
repcogt1 
        .010 .077 -.029 .059 .035 -.007 -.118 
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repcogcs1 
          .002 .201 .065 -.006 .029 .205 
         
  
      
            
comcogt1 
            .095 .025 -.040 .075 .002 
           
  
     
            
comcogcs1 
              .059 -.037 .026 .191 
             
  
    
            
comcogf1 
                -.018 -.017 -.044 
               
  
   
            
ethcogf1 
                  .024 .090 
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ethcogt1 
                    .074 
                   
  
 
            
Note: N. 534, significance level (two-tailed) P < .01 P < .05
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Table H1-5: Descriptive statistics for event recognition items (correct/incorrect) 
(N. 534) 
Situations Item 
Type 
Personality 
False Alarm 
Items 
Item 
ID 
M SD Skewness Kurtosis 
  
You are 
asked to 
present your 
research 
Hit  PT1 .7566 .42956 -1.199 -.565 
Hit  PT2 .5768 .49453 -.312 -1.910 
You have to 
complete a 
study with 
others 
 
Hit  RT1 .9494 .21931 -4.114 14.982 
Hit  RT2 .8727 .33367 -2.242 3.038 
You are 
asked to 
support a 
petition 
Hit  CT1 .8127 .39049 -1.608 .587 
Hit  CT2 .9045 .29419 -2.760 5.640 
You are 
asked to 
support a 
departmental 
initiative 
Hit  ET1 .8502 .35722 -1.968 1.880 
Hit  ET2 .8614 .34583 -2.098 2.411 
You are 
asked to 
present your 
research 
Correct 
Rejection 
 PF1 .6386 .48086 -.579 -1.672 
Correct 
Rejection 
Extravert PFX2 .7266 .44613 -1.020 -.964 
Correct 
Rejection 
 PF3 .5618 .49663 -.250 -1.945 
Correct 
Rejection 
 PF4 .9663 .18065 -5.182 24.946 
Correct 
Rejection 
 PF5 .3670 .48245 .553 -1.700 
Correct 
Rejection 
Conscientious PFC6 .4757 .49988 .098 -1.998 
You have to 
complete a 
study with 
others 
 
Correct 
Rejection 
Conscientious RFC1 .7584 .42844 -1.211 -.536 
Correct 
Rejection 
 RF2 .9757 .15426 -6.190 36.454 
Correct 
Rejection 
 RF3 .1629 .36964 1.831 1.356 
Correct 
Rejection 
 RF4 .9288 .25733 -3.345 9.227 
Correct 
Rejection 
Extravert RFX5 .9326 .25098 -3.460 10.010 
Correct 
Rejection 
 RF6 .9869 .11385 -8.586 71.982 
You are 
asked to 
support a 
petition 
Correct 
Rejection 
Conscientious CFC1 .3633 .48140 .570 -1.681 
Correct 
Rejection 
 CF2 .8839 .32065 -2.403 3.791 
Correct 
Rejection 
 CF3 .7154 .45167 -.957 -1.088 
Correct  CF4 .9045 .29419 -2.760 5.640 
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Rejection 
Correct 
Rejection 
 CF5 .9794 .14217 -6.769 43.989 
Correct 
Rejection 
Extravert CFX6 .8727 .33367 -2.242 3.038 
You are 
asked to 
support a 
departmental 
initiative 
Correct 
Rejection 
Conscientious EFC1 .3277 .46982 .736 -1.464 
Correct 
Rejection 
 EF2 .9625 .19005 -4.886 21.955 
Correct 
Rejection 
 EF3 .9120 .28358 -2.916 6.530 
Correct 
Rejection 
 EF4 .8839 .32065 -2.403 3.791 
Correct 
Rejection 
 EF5 .9532 .21144 -4.303 16.575 
Correct 
Rejection 
Extravert EFX6 .2921 .45517 .917 -1.164 
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Table H1-6: Inter-Correlations and significance (2-tailed) between Event Recognition Items (n.534) 
 
HITS CORRECT REJECTIONS 
PT2 RT1 RT2 CT1 CT2 ET1 ET2 PF1 PFX2 PF3 PF4 PF5 PFC6 RFC1 RF2 RF3 RF4 RFX5 RF6 CFC1 CF2 CF3 CF4 CF5 CFX6 EFC1 EF2 EF3 EF4 EF5 EFX6 
PT1 -.053 .088 .032 .086 .083 -.018 .025 -.100 .093 .088 .015 -.012 -.045 -.116 -.033 -.116 .013 -.013 .050 -.116 -.056 -.087 -.006 -.052 -.099 -.069 -.043 -.068 -.029 -.064 -.058 
                               
                               
PT2   .045 .037 -.003 .070 -.009 .051 .160 .044 -.100 -.076 .015 -.118 -.120 -.037 -.104 -.045 -.034 -.032 -.031 -.062 -.028 -.046 -.017 -.043 .033 -.029 -.065 .021 -.028 -.066 
  
                              
                               
RT1     .066 .152 .041 .119 .031 -.031 -.046 -.032 .052 -.126 -.088 -.070 -.036 -.106 -.031 .006 .124 -.039 .023 -.013 .070 -.033 .014 -.039 -.046 -.042 .023 -.051 -.058 
  
  
                             
                                 
RT2       .061 .124 .076 .042 .040 -.007 -.043 .022 .023 -.007 .099 -.024 -.014 .004 .054 .055 .043 .019 -.054 .010 .024 .039 -.044 -.075 .000 -.016 .075 -.051 
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CT1         .154 .081 .058 -.101 -.025 -.056 .070 -.023 -.014 -.103 -.045 -.152 .035 .043 -.013 -.067 .021 -.016 .073 -.002 -.025 -.125 -.019 .054 -.009 .007 -.051 
      
  
                           
                                   
CT2           .096 .128 -.006 -.028 -.056 .045 -.057 -.086 -.020 .031 -.098 .034 .091 .075 -.046 .061 -.036 .068 .222 -.029 -.099 .037 .124 .002 .139 -.085 
        
  
                          
                                    
ET1             .059 .045 -.104 .042 .009 .037 .032 -.078 .036 -.085 .006 .055 .090 -.065 .012 -.009 .024 .013 -.034 -.042 .055 .018 -.005 .155 -.076 
          
  
                         
                                     
ET2               .025 -.039 .006 .045 .024 -.052 .040 .007 .001 .058 .043 .001 -.046 .024 -.001 -.020 .056 -.039 -.043 .007 .048 .024 .039 -.088 
            
  
                        
                                      
PF1                 .063 .019 .119 .047 .006 .058 .134 .068 .095 .093 .050 .090 .129 .121 .061 .056 .110 .093 .098 .041 .032 .055 .080 
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PFX2                   -.008 .142 -.021 .096 .125 .094 .066 .075 .036 .077 .105 .001 .088 -.056 .000 .106 .017 -.010 .002 .001 .003 .108 
                
  
                      
                                        
PF3                     -.019 .195 .108 .048 -.017 .124 .093 .079 -.002 .079 .069 -.013 .034 -.048 .082 .054 .025 .019 -.120 -.017 .127 
                  
  
                     
                                         
PF4                       -.030 .053 .089 .307 .026 .110 .157 .252 .055 .159 .020 .081 .046 .053 -.002 .072 .125 .127 .057 .074 
                    
  
                    
                                          
PF5                         .006 .067 .095 .116 .090 .065 -.015 .111 .033 .102 -.004 -.108 .046 .089 .048 -.051 -.051 .040 .134 
                      
  
                   
                                           
PFC6                           .205 .029 .108 .001 .077 .011 .115 .029 -.039 -.060 .059 .116 -.034 .010 .018 .076 -.002 .089 
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RFC1                             .053 .059 .116 .110 .089 .244 .082 .061 .040 .072 .218 .031 .050 .087 .055 .061 .218 
                          
  
                 
                                             
RF2                               .037 .145 .103 .302 .069 .057 .062 .031 .063 .013 .033 .161 .037 .057 .080 .021 
                            
  
                
                                              
RF3                                 .043 .058 -.038 .152 .065 .087 -.012 -.007 .108 .038 .060 .065 .017 .002 .196 
                              
  
               
                                               
RF4                                   .303 .160 .103 .150 .035 .084 .114 .091 -.024 .099 .145 -.009 .111 .114 
                                
  
              
                                                
RFX5                                     .166 .079 .089 .079 .065 .119 .166 .029 .026 .180 .019 .117 .091 
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RF6                                       -.050 .061 .146 .075 .099 .005 -.025 .064 .022 .061 .130 .002 
                                    
  
            
                                                  
CFC1                                         -.006 -.024 -.059 .000 .160 .120 .046 .029 -.030 .002 .243 
                                      
  
           
                                                   
CF2                                           .134 .200 .194 .142 .104 .175 .156 .033 .196 .091 
                                        
  
          
                                                    
CF3                                             .049 .055 .070 .087 .138 .082 .108 .096 .058 
                                          
  
         
                                                     
CF4                                               .222 .067 .078 .104 .259 .161 .169 .069 
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CF5                                                 .182 .017 .388 .374 .194 .342 -.052 
                                              
  
       
                                                       
CFX6                                                   .099 .161 .080 .090 .208 .134 
                                                
  
      
                                                        
EFC1                                                     .096 .048 .054 .004 .227 
                                                  
  
     
                                                         
EF2                                                       .322 .298 .376 .040 
                                                    
  
    
                                                          
EF3                                                         .259 .338 .098 
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EF4                                                           .141 .053 
                                                        
  
  
                                                            
EF5                                                             .006 
                                                          
  
 
                                                             
 
Note: N. 534, significance level (two-tailed) P < .01 P < .05
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Appendix I: Study 4 Questionnaires 
Study 4 - Practise SJT: 
Practise Situation 1: 
Participant instructions: 
 
Please decide what you would do if you were faced with this situation you 
should aim to pick the options that you feel will show how well you can influence other people. 
When you are trying to influence or persuade people to agree with your point of view or to take an 
action that you want it is important that you: 
a. communicate the strength of your belief in the course of action that you want 
b. speak to people who may influence the decision makers 
c. make sure that your proposal is achievable 
Please provide a rating for what you would do if faced with this situation in order to influence other 
people. 
You provide a full analysis of the costs and benefits of launching the app as a full product  
(Analysing). 
You make sure that the executives understand how passionately you believe in the future  
success of this product (Persuading & Influencing)*. 
You present an achievable timescale to bring the product to market (Planning & Organising) 
You show how the future of the organisation would be affected by introducing the product 
 (Strategies & Concepts). 
You check that all marketing, sales and operational resources needed for a successful launch 
 will be available (Planning & Organising). 
You think through all the risks that could derail the initiative (Analysing) 
You speak to people in each department to try and ensure that they will support your proposal 
 (Persuading & Influencing). 
You think about how the new initiative will fit in with the company’s brand image  
(Strategies & Concepts). 
You summarise the milestones that need to be achieved to get to a successful launch  
(Planning & Organising). 
You find out what features the competition are building into their products  
(Entrepreneurial & commercial thinking). 
You find out what level of funding the board is likely to be prepared to support  
(Persuading & Influencing). 
You ensure that your presentation refers to future technology as well as market trends  
(Strategies & Concepts). 
 
Participant feedback: 
 
When you are trying to influence or persuade people to agree with your point of view or to take an 
action that you 
want it is important that you: 
a. communicate the strength of your belief in the course of action that you want 
b. speak to people who may influence the decision makers 
c. make sure that your proposal is achievable 
So the following are the best three options for influencing other people in this situation: 
You make sure that the executives understand how passionately you believe in the future success of 
this product 
You speak to people in each department to try and ensure that they will support your proposal 
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You find out what level of funding the board is likely to be prepared to support 
 
Practise Situation 2: 
Participant instructions: 
Please decide what you would do if you were faced with this situation you 
should aim to pick the options that you feel will show how well you can plan and organise. 
For effective planning & organising you will need to: 
a. identify the activities that need to happen to reach the objective 
b. manage resources in the best way given what is available 
c. keep reviewing progress against milestones and targets 
Please provide a rating for what you would do if faced with this situation to plan and organise a 
solution. 
 
You make it clear to the project team that you will be taking personal responsibility 
 for the success of the project (Deciding & Initiating Action). 
You try to get the project team to talk about why the project is in trouble  
(Persuading & Influencing). 
You help the project team to realise what a successful outcome would look like  
(Strategies & Concepts). 
You define the necessary activities to get the project back on track (Planning & Organising). 
You speak to the team to get them to focus on the aims of the project (Leading & Supervising). 
You re-allocate the roles of the team members so that they can work more effectively  
(Planning & Organising). 
You ask the team to present their ideas for the design of the product (Strategies & Concepts). 
You work closely with the team to gain their respect (Persuading & Influencing). 
You congratulate the team on the initiatives they have taken to date (Relating & networking). 
You chair a weekly meeting to review progress against the new plan (Planning & Organising). 
You explain to the team the importance of getting the product to the market as soon as possible  
(Strategies & Concepts). 
You ask your manager to make it clear to the team that they must do as you say  
(Persuading & Influencing). 
 
Participant feedback: 
 
For effective planning & organising you will need to: 
a. identify the activities that need to happen to reach the objective 
b. manage resources in the best way given what is available 
c. keep reviewing progress against milestones and targets 
So the following are the three best options for effective planning & organising in this situation: 
You define the necessary activities to get the project back on track 
You reallocate the roles of the team members so that they can work more effectively 
You chair a weekly meeting to review progress against the new plan 
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Practise Situation 3: 
Participant instructions: 
 
Please decide what you would do if you were faced with this situation you should aim to pick the 
options that you feel will show how well you can think strategically. 
To think strategically you will need to: 
a. outline a vision of how the organisation will operate in the future 
b. understand how different factors interact to influence organisational performance 
c. identify how the organisation can meet its future goals 
Please provide a rating for what you would do if faced with this situation to show how well you can 
think strategically: 
 
You provide a detailed account of what happened in the project including its costs and  
outcomes (Analysing). 
You explain the lessons learnt about how to keep projects on track in the future  
(Planning & Organising). 
You outline the features that could be added to the product over the next year  
(Strategies & Concepts). 
You emphasise how high the return on sales has been against the cost of development  
(Persuading & Influencing). 
You ask the Sales Director about why the launch was such a success  
(Strategies & Concepts). 
You speak to the Finance Director about the overall costs of launching the product  
(Analysing). 
You ask your team to mock up a prototype for the next version of the product  
(Planning & Organising). 
You emphasise how closely your IT team has worked together with sales & marketing  
during the project (Persuading & Influencing). 
You detail the effect on customers based on sales data (Analysing). 
You get your team to each produce part of the presentation (Planning & Organising). 
You concentrate on describing fresh initiatives that will add more value for less cost  
(Strategies & Concepts). 
You make sure that you do full justice to your role in pushing the project through 
 (Persuading & Influencing). 
 
Participant feedback: 
 
To think strategically you will need to: 
a. outline a vision of how the organisation will operate in the future 
b. understand how different factors interact to influence organisational performance 
c. identify how the organisation can meet its future goals 
So the following are the three best options for demonstrating strategic thinking in this situation: 
You outline the features that could be added to the product over the next year 
You ask the Sales Director about why the launch was such a success 
You concentrate on describing fresh initiatives that will add more value for less cost 
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Study 4 - Transfer SJT: 
Participant instructions: 
 
In this part of the questionnaire you will have the opportunity to demonstrate the use of the three 
competencies you practised using earlier: 
 
 Influencing other People 
 Planning & Organising 
 Thinking Strategically 
 
In the next three situations you will be asked to demonstrate the use of these competencies in order to 
make decisions about the best way to deal with each situation. 
The three situations are all based in a fictitious publishing company. However the situations are 
representative of what happens in real businesses.  
Please read each situation carefully and then answer the questions that follow. 
Please remember each option presented after the situation demonstrates the use of a specific 
competency your task is to prioritise the options that show how well you can influence people, plan 
and organise, or think strategically. 
In each group of four options that follow each situation only one of these three competencies will be 
present, you will not have to choose between them when deciding what is most important. 
 
Transfer Situation 1: 
Please decide what you would do if you were faced with this situation – you should aim to prioritise 
the option in each group of four options that will best show how good you are at influencing other 
people, or planning & organising, or thinking strategically. 
 
1. Pitching for a new consultancy job 
1) Serena is an independent consultant. 
2) Serena specialises in helping small companies bring new products to market.  
3) Serena is attending an initial meeting with Alec. 
4) Alec is the CEO of a small publishing company, URBANIA. 
5) URBANIA has managed to attract and keep several authors specialising in books 
concentrating on urban lifestyle. 
6) Urban lifestyle includes budget antique collecting, house refurbishment, interior design, 
cookery and small garden design. 
7) Serena knows she has to get her pitch just right to secure this work. 
8) URBANIA makes a small profit each year. 
9) URBANIA distributes its books through local shops. 
10) These shops include those that supply upmarket goods for kitchens, for garden design, for 
interior design and home furnishing. 
11) Alec has convinced his investors that the key to company growth is to move to digital 
distribution. 
12)  Alec wants to set-up a specialised website where he can bring all of his titles together under 
the URBANIA brand. 
13) As Serena quickly discovers when speaking to Alec there are two key reasons for this move.    
14) URBANA has to pay for publication and logistics costs as well as author royalties. 
15) URBANIA then has to pay three-quarters of the profit made on each sale to the outlets that 
carry its titles. 
16) Going online immediately saves on printing and distribution costs. 
17) Selling direct to consumers would enable URBANA to reduce its sales price. 
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18)  If online distribution works then URBANIA can retain twice the profit that it currently 
receives. 
19) Alec also anticipates an explosion of consumer interest in online sales of these titles. 
20) He wants to get to a wider market not limited to its current distribution outlets.   
21) Serena has been brought in by Alec because of her experience in managing website 
developers and product marketing. 
22) Alec makes it clear that he has had problems managing previous technical developments on 
their website. 
23) He does not want to rely on his Editorial, Production or Marketing staff for such an important 
project. 
24) Serena realises that changing to online operation, if effective, will also lead to some radical 
changes in the URBANIA organisation itself. 
25) There would have to be changes in skills and the loss of some jobs. 
26) Serena makes it clear to Alec that a change of this scale will require his staff to be bought 
into the change from the beginning. 
27) Alec agrees but makes it equally clear that he wants to control how and when his team are 
briefed about the changes. 
28)  Alec recently lost one of his best authors when an editor resigned after a disagreement over 
future business strategy . 
29) Alec asks Serena how she would approach the programme before deciding on whether to hire 
her for the work. 
 
1-1 Please provide a rating for each option of what you would do if were faced with this situation in 
order to influence other people, or plan and organise effectively, or to think strategically. 
 
You outline the wide range of marketing options that are available when selling online   
(Creating). 
You spell out how important it will be to bring people to the new website  
(Strategies & Concepts). 
You explain how important it will be for the website to work well with the latest browsers 
 (Expertise & Technology). 
You emphasise how well you can adapt to working effectively with new teams (Adapting). 
  
1-2 Please provide a rating for each option of what you would do if were faced with this situation in 
order to influence other people, or plan and organise effectively, or to think strategically. 
 
You talk through the major milestones that must be achieved  if the programme is to be 
successful (Planning & Organising). 
You describe how consistent you have been in the past in succeeding with similar projects 
 (Delivering Results). 
You talk through the risks that will be faced and the tough decisions that you will need to make 
 (Deciding Action). 
You describe how well connected you are with people working on similar challenges 
 (Relating & Networking). 
 
1-3 Please provide a rating for each option of what you would do if were faced with this situation in 
order to influence other people, or plan and organise effectively, or to think strategically. 
 
You spell out the reduction in costs and risks the CEO will get for his investment in your expertise 
(Persuading & Influencing). 
You ask the CEO detailed questions about who the major stakeholders are in his organisation 
 (Analysing). 
You congratulate the CEO on his initiative and make it clear how you will support him in making 
 it a success (Working with People). 
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You describe how satisfied your customers have been with projects you have completed 
 in the past (Delivering results). 
 
1-4 Please provide a rating for each option of what you would do if were faced with this situation in order 
 to influence other people,  or plan and organise effectively, or to think strategically. 
 
You portray how you would envisage URBANIA’s brand development after moving online 
(Strategies & Concepts). 
You make clear that you realise the importance of keeping URBANIA’s editors in agreement 
 with the changes to come (Learning & Researching). 
You explain the steps that will be needed  to get the best online customer experience 
 (Expertise & Technology). 
You emphasise how you will be guided by the CEO during the project (Following Instructions ). 
 
 
Transfer Situation 2: 
 
Please decide what you would do if you were faced with this situation – you should aim to prioritise 
the option in each group of four options that will best show how good you are at influencing other 
people, or planning & organising, or thinking strategically. 
 
2. Putting together the new solution 
1) Serena is working with her client URBANIA. 
2) URBANIA is a small publishing company. 
3) Serena is helping URBANIA to move to online distribution and sales of its books. 
4) She is now 6 months through the programme which is expected to last for a year. 
5) URBANIA’s investors have agreed to allow Alec, the CEO, to take a major loan to 
fund the move online. 
6) The investment will be used to pay for a new website, and to embark on a major 
marketing programme. 
7) The loan will also pay for redundancy costs. 
8) Some of URBANIA’s staff will no longer been needed with a move away from 
publishing in print. 
9) Serena is very experienced in the development of new online products and 
marketing. 
10)  She feels that URBANIA’s marketing director, Simon, has not grasped the task that 
will need to be faced. 
11)  Simon does not seem to be progressing with a new online brand. 
12) A strong online brand will be necessary for URBANIA if it is to move from selling 
to shops to selling direct to consumers. 
13) Together with Alec, Serena has been managing the project though a steering 
committee. 
14) The steering committee includes URBANIA’s marketing director as well as Max 
who is the Chief Editor, John who leads Production, and Frances who is the new IT 
director. 
15) At the last monthly steering committee meeting Serena outlined her concerns about 
the lack of progress in developing an online marketing approach. 
16)  Simon, supported by Max and John, has responded that there is not sufficient time 
or effort available to develop a new marketing strategy while supporting current 
sales. 
17) Throughout the programme both John and Max have been sceptical about the 
chances of succeeding to move the business online and switch to direct consumer 
sales in one go. 
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18) Alec is now very concerned that the original plan has not taken sufficient account of 
the need to keep running the current business selling traditionally printed books to 
local shops. 
19) Alec knows that his investment plan depends on the current business staying 
profitable over a 3 year period as URBANIA moves from selling to shops to selling 
online direct to consumers. 
20) Simon has suggested that a new e-marketing manager needs to be hired. 
21)  The e-marketing manager can work with Frances, who is managing the new 
website design, to build up the online brand that will be needed to sell direct to 
consumers. 
22) After the meeting Alec asked Serena to re-plan the programme. 
23)  She has to find sufficient savings to allow the cost of a new e-marketing manager to 
be covered. 
24) Serena has looked at the plan in detail. 
25)  She has established that the only way to make sufficient savings is to cut staff in the 
Production area earlier than is planned. 
26) Any savings made in the online marketing or website design areas would only 
increase the risks of the programme failing. 
27) Alec agrees with Serena about the need to shed some production jobs, which will 
eventually go anyway, against the need to bring in the new e-marketing manager. 
28)  The problem is going to be convincing John and Max to also agree. 
29) Serena is now preparing to present her new plan to the steering committee. 
2-1 Please provide a rating for each option of what you would do if were faced with this situation in 
order to influence other people, or plan and organise effectively, or to think strategically. 
 
You outline the wide range of marketing options that are available when selling online  (Creating). 
You spell out how important it will be to bring people to the new website (Planning & Organising). 
You explain how important it will be for the website to work well with the latest browsers (Expertise & 
Technology). 
You emphasise how well you can adapt to working effectively with new teams (Adapting). 
  
2-2 Please provide a rating for each option of what you would do if were faced with this situation in 
order to influence other people, or plan and organise effectively, or to think strategically. 
 
You ask John, the production director, for his advice on what can be done to keep the 
 programme on track (Planning & Organising). 
You calculate the savings that can be made by making redundancies in the production area 
 (Analysing). 
You check up on employment law regarding replacing one type of staff for another 
 (Following Instructions). 
You organise a meeting with Max and John to discuss their feelings about the programme 
 (Relating & Networking). 
 
2-3 Please provide a rating for each option of what you would do if were faced with this situation in 
order to influence other people, or plan and organise effectively, or to think strategically. 
 
You hold a meeting with Simon and John to try and get them to agree on the best outcome 
 for the programme (Persuading & Influencing). 
You prepare a presentation for the steering committee that clearly  spells out the revised plan 
 (Presenting Information). 
You work with Simon to produce a clear explanation of what a new e-marketing manager would 
 contribute to URNANIA (Analysing). 
You brainstorm a range of alternative solutions to keep the programme on track 
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 (Creating & innovating). 
 
2-4 Please provide a rating for each option of what you would do if were faced with this situation 
 in order to influence other people, or plan and organise effectively, or to think strategically. 
You prepare material for the presentation on how people are switching to buying online 
 (Strategies & Concepts). 
You collect and present each department’s views on how to best move forward in the 
 programme (Creating & Innovating). 
You encourage the various stakeholders to resolve the problem in the best interests of the 
 company (Adhering to Principles). 
You present the current business goals needed to maintain the business alongside the 
 new goals that need to be achieved to change the business  (Delivering Results ). 
 
 
Transfer Situation 3:  
 
Please decide what you would do if you were faced with this situation – you should aim to prioritise 
the option in each group of four options that will best show how good you are at influencing other 
people, or planning & organisaing, or thinking strategically. 
 
3. Moving to a new way of working 
1) URBANIA, a small publishing company, has invested in a programme to move its 
business online. 
2)  URBANIA is now almost ready to start to sell directly to consumers instead of 
through local shops. 
3) Serena, the programme manager, has managed the work for the last year. 
4)  It is now time to hand responsibility back to the company’s staff. 
5) At the last Steering Committee URBANIA’s CEO, Alec, has made it clear that the 
new website through which URBANIA will increasingly sell its titles, will go live 
within the month. 
6) However there are still obstacles to be overcome. 
7) Simon, the marketing manager, is in charge of the e-marketing work. 
8) E-marketing is needed to advertise the new online brand and drive customers to the 
website. 
9) Simon is not comfortable with the success of the e-marketing campaign. 
10)  Simon would like more time to complete market research. 
11) Max, the Chief Editor, is worried that some the authors who receive royalties from 
URBANIA’s current sales may defect to more traditional publishing companies. 
12) John, the Production Director, is anticipating losing his staff. 
13) John is also worried about his job as publishing and distribution increasingly goes 
digital. 
14) Frances, the IT manager in charge of the website, is overwhelmed with work. 
15)  Frances appears to have temporarily lost sight of the most important priorities. 
16) Several existing shops, URBANIA’s current customers, have discovered  what 
URBANIA is planning. 
17)  URBANIA’s shop customers have either decreased future orders or are demanding 
a greater percentage for each sale. 
18) The shops are anticipating that the supply of books will reduce in the future. 
19) Alec has asked Serena to deal with each of these issues as part of transitioning the 
programme into business-as-usual. 
20) Serena has arranged three key meetings as part of this transition. 
21) At Alec’s request she will not be attending these in person. 
22) The first meeting is a briefing for URBANIA’s authors. 
23) The meeting will be led by Simon and Max who will explain how online sales will 
work, the projected sales that are expected, and the benefits for authors. 
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24) The second meeting is with the most important customers and is led by Simon and 
John. 
25) The final meeting will get all the URBANIA leaders together. 
26) This internal meeting will agree final internal operating responsibilities and 
processes. 
27)  Internal agreement is needed as URBANIA runs down its traditional publishing and 
distribution of books and moves to online sales over the next two years. 
28) Serena now has to organise the approach to be taken in each of these meetings. 
3-1 Please provide a rating for each option of what you would do if were faced with this situation in 
order to influence other people, or plan and organise effectively, or to think strategically. 
You ask John, the Production Director review the plan to get the website operational 
  (Planning & Organising). 
You take over some of Frances responsibilities in order to give her time to reorganise 
 her area (Deciding & Initiating Action). 
You ask Frances to explain in detail what the problems are in her area (Analysing). 
You give Frances more time to complete her tasks to the right level of quality 
 (Delivering Results). 
  
3-2 Please provide a rating for each option of what you would do if were faced with this situation in 
order to influence other people, or plan and organise effectively, or to think strategically. 
You talk through the agenda you thinking of setting for each of the meetings with the CEO 
 (Persuading & Influencing). 
You work out how the different departments could work together in the future when all 
 publishing  is online (Creating & Innovating). 
You make sure that you have an informal chat with each of URBANIAs leaders before 
 they attend the meetings  (Relating & networking). 
You send an e-mail to each of the leaders outlining the roles they will need to fulfil 
 in each meeting  (Leading & supervising). 
 
3-3 Please provide a rating for each option of what you would do if were faced with this situation in 
order to influence other people, or plan and organise effectively, or to think strategically. 
You ask Simon to be clear on what he thinks a successful marketing campaign will look 
 like (Persuading & Influencing). 
You ask the CEO to speak to Max about keeping URBANIA’s  authors committed 
  (Relating & networking). 
You work with John on how to best manage the change in his department 
 (Creating & innovating). 
You speak to Frances about how management information will be improved in the future 
 when everything goes online (Applying expertise). 
 
3-4 Please provide a rating for each option of what you would do if were faced with this 
 situation in order to influence other people, or plan and organise effectively, or to think strategically. 
 
You set the agenda for the internal leadership meeting in a way that will force the 
discussion to consider the business in the near future and in 3 years time 
 (Strategies & Concepts). 
You set the agenda for the meeting with current customers to discuss future options 
of benefit to them from URBANIA’s move online (Creating & Innovating). 
You set the agenda for the meeting with URBANIA’s authors so that their future 
 royalties are properly explained (Entrepreneurial Thinking). 
You suggest to the CEO that you should chair all three meetings 
 (Deciding & initiating action ). 
 
 
*Note: Target Practise & Transfer SJT options are highlighted in bold
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Study 4 - Self-Assessed Competencies: 
Participant instructions: 
Here are a number of ways of describing how you deal with things. Please pick one rating next to 
each statement to indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the statement. 
 
Item Competency 
People are swayed by my enthusiasm Persuading 
I am usually good at predicting what is likely to happen Strategizing 
I sort out what to do when things go wrong Planning 
I enjoy finding out about what makes things happen Strategizing 
I make an impression on others Persuading 
I do things in a way that will meet my long-term objectives Strategizing 
I set challenging objectives Planning 
I am good at imagining better ways of getting things done Strategizing 
I am good at defending ideas I believe in Persuading 
I like to know how things are progressing Planning 
I am good at getting a lasting agreement Persuading 
I get things done on time Planning 
I like to try and look beyond the here and now Strategizing 
I usually know what should be done first Planning 
I am good at organising people Planning 
I can drive a hard bargain Persuading 
I am good at influencing others Persuading 
I have a clear idea of where I want to get to in life Strategizing 
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Appendix J: Categorisation of Events against goals in study 
4 Practise SJT situations 
Participant instructions: 
You will now be presented with three business situations based in a company that sells insurance 
products over the internet. 
In each situation you will be asked to identify significant events and then you will be asked to decide 
on the best decisions to make. 
You will receive feedback about the decisions you take which will help you to identify different types 
of work relevant competencies. 
This is the first of three situations that you will be asked to make judgements about. 
 
Table J1-1: Relevance of events to character goals and motivations 
Training Group: Please read each sentence carefully. As you read the scenario please focus on 
anything that tells you about the characters involved, their motivations and what they may want to 
happen or achieve. You can indicate this by selecting 'Yes' against the sentences containing these 
changes or events. 
 
Control Group: Please read each sentence carefully. As you read the scenario please identify where 
you feel that significant changes or events have occurred. You can indicate this by selecting 'Yes' 
against the sentences containing these changes or events. 
 
Events in Situation 1 Criteria regarding 
relevance of event for 
characters goals and 
motivations 
John joined the company a year ago and now leads a small 
product development group.    
Yes – John’s role in the 
company likely to affect his 
objectives 
After leaving college with a qualification in computer studies he 
has specialised in designing applications or ‘apps’ for mobile 
phones and tablet computers.   
Yes – John’s specialism 
likely to be relevant to his 
goals 
The company specialises in selling travel insurance and related 
services and all sales are conducted online via the internet, sales 
have not grown as quickly as was hoped when the company was 
founded.   
 
Customers need to print out their cover documentation and 
remember to take it with them on holiday, but there have been 
many cases where customers who need assistance have either lost 
or forgotten to take the paperwork.  
 
John learnt about this from Shona, the Head of Customer 
Services, who has been asking for a solution to this problem, 
particularly as sorting out customer claims increases company 
costs.   
Yes – John may be 
motivated to solve a pressing 
issue; Shona motivation 
explained 
John spoke to his team and together they have mocked up a 
prototype app.   
Yes – creation of a possible 
solution likely to affect 
John’s motivation 
This app can be downloaded and used to store the necessary 
insurance documentation and will also include a question & 
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answer dialogue to advise a customer on what to do in different 
types of emergency in each country.   
The idea is that customers can add this to their mobile phone or 
tablet when they buy insurance so that travels it with them on 
holiday.   
 
Shona is very excited about the idea and has asked her boss Andy 
who is the Sales Director if it can be developed.   
Yes – Shona’s reaction 
shows her motivation and 
this may reinforce John’s 
motivation 
Andy is being quite cautious at the moment and without 
committing himself has agreed that John can present his idea to 
the next Board meeting to see if there is sufficient support to 
obtain funding for a development project.   
Yes – Andy’s motivation 
apparent, an opportunity to 
present to the Board is likely 
to affect John’s goals and 
motivation 
The most important member of the Board is Steve the Managing 
Director who always seems to be in a hurry and can be quite rude 
if things are not clearly explained, on the other hand he knows he 
has to improve the company’s image against the competition.   
Steve’s goal is described 
Emma is the Finance Director, although she is interested in new 
ideas, at the end of the day she wants to know exactly what the 
project will cost and how much it will add to the company’s 
revenues.   
Emma’s motivation and 
goals described 
Andy also attends the Board together with Mark the head of IT 
who is John’s direct boss.  Mark is slightly annoyed that John 
didn’t inform him of his initiative right from the start. 
Yes – Marks displeasure 
evident, this may affect 
John’s motivation 
Mark is under huge pressure from Steve and Andy to keep the 
main online system running in the face of constant problems with 
its performance on the internet.   
Yes – Mark, Steve & Andy’s 
goals described 
John is now preparing his presentation for the Board,  Yes – John likely to want to 
do well in front of the Board 
 
Table J1-2: Relevance of events to success or failure of the project 
Training Group: Please read each sentence carefully. As you read the scenario please focus on 
factors in the situation that might influence the chances of a successful outcome. You can indicate 
this by selecting 'Yes' against the sentences containing information about factors relevant to the 
outcome of the project. 
 
Control Group: Please read each sentence carefully. As you read the scenario please identify where 
you feel that significant changes or events have occurred. You can indicate this by selecting 'Yes' 
against the sentences containing these changes or events. 
 
Events in Situation 2 Criteria regarding 
relevance of event for 
success or failure of the 
project 
Four months ago the Board agreed to go ahead with John’s 
proposal to build a new software application or ‘app’. 
 
The Board decided that this would help mark the company out as 
being innovative and customer-centric in the competitive travel 
insurance market.   
Yes – describes success  
criteria for the project 
John heads the product development group.   
He is in overall charge of the project team that is developing the 
new app. 
 
If he succeeds he will be in line for promotion.   
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However, if the project fails he may have to leave the company.   Yes – describes impact of 
failure of the project 
Mark, the Head of IT who is also John’s boss, is very concerned 
about how well the project is going. 
 
Mark has made it clear to John that he will not take responsibility 
for the problems that have arisen.   
Yes – describes who is 
responsible for success 
Emma, the Finance Director, has told Mark informally that the 
project needs to be brought under control. 
 
She has said that both timescale and cost overruns need to be 
contained. 
Yes – describes effect of the 
problem to be overcome 
If things don’t improve she will recommend that the project be 
halted. 
 
John knows that the main problem is within his team.  Yes – describes where the 
problem lies. 
The software designer and developers have overcomplicated the 
design.  
Yes – explains the root of the 
problem facing the project. 
The design has become more complex because of requests from 
the sales department for changes and more features.   
Yes – describes why the 
project has been delayed. 
John has agreed with Andy, the Sales Director, that there will be 
no more changes to the design.  
Yes – describes how to get 
the project back on track 
This means that the product can be finished and rolled out to 
customers.   
 
However, John’s team has got very excited by the technology.  
The design team want to continue to refine the product. Yes – this is a threat to 
completing the project. 
The aim is that the app meets the most modern standards and can 
work on every type of mobile device. 
 
John’s project team consists of four people. 
 
 
The team leader is responsible for the overall design to meet 
business needs.  
 
Three programmers are actually building the app.  
The programmers agree between themselves on how to allocate 
the work. 
Yes – describes how work is 
organised 
Mark and Andy have both agreed with John that as long as the 
app works on the most popular mobile devices it can be released.  
Yes – describes limitations 
on success criteria 
John is meeting his project team to try and get them back on 
track. 
Yes – describes opportunity 
to re-plan 
 
Table J1-3: Relevance of events to leadership goals or overall organisational 
objectives. 
Training Group: Please read each sentence carefully. As you read the scenario please identify 
where information is provided about what is motivating the company's leaders and/or that might 
determine the success of the organisation. You can indicate this by selecting 'Yes' against the 
sentences containing information about leadership goals or company performance. 
 
Control Group: Please read each sentence carefully. As you read the scenario please identify where 
you feel that significant changes or events have occurred. You can indicate this by selecting 'Yes' 
against the sentences containing these changes or events. 
 
Events in Situation 3 Criteria regarding 
relevance of event for 
leadership goals or overall 
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organisational objectives 
After a year-long development John’s company successfully 
launched a new product into the travel insurance industry. 
Yes – describes area of 
operations of organisation 
The product was John’s idea and following some close shaves 
when the project went off track during its development phase he 
is in line for recognition for his efforts.   
 
John has to write a report which his boss, Mark, will present to 
the Board on the progress made since the product went live 3 
months ago. 
 
The product is an application or ‘app’ that stores the customer’s 
travel insurance documents on their smart phone or tablet so that 
if they have a problem when on holiday they know exactly what 
to do. 
 
John is collecting information from several sources for his report.  
Market research has indicated that customers are now more 
likely to buy travel insurance from this company because of the 
‘app’. 
Yes – describes customer 
reaction to product 
Andy, the Sales Director, has watched sales increase but also 
knows that his competitors will soon match this product, he 
wants to see further developments within the next 3 months so 
that his company continues to build a reputation amongst 
customers for being most helpful. 
Yes – describes need to stay 
competitive and Sales 
Director’s goals 
Emma, the Finance Director, nearly stopped the project due to 
cost overruns, she was convinced by Andy to let the project 
complete, but she has pointed out to John that although the 
product has improved sales it is still 3 months away from 
recovering the full cost of development and advertising. 
Yes – describes need to 
maintain cost control and 
Finance Director’s goals 
Mark, who is in charge of IT, has recently stabilised the 
company’s online systems which for several months were not 
performing very well, he wants to show how innovative his 
group can be and wants further investment from the company for 
projects like this.  However, he knows that John’s project 
overran its development budget and does not want to see a 
repetition of this in the future. 
Yes – describes Head of IT’s 
goals 
Steve the Managing Director has capitalised on the 
improvements the new product has had on his company’s brand 
image, before the product was launched he authorised an 
advertising budget for the product’s launch that was 5 times the 
cost of development. 
Yes – describes Managing 
Director’s goals and 
importance of brand image to 
organisation 
Steve is secretly relieved that sales have improved as he had 
taken a gamble on agreeing to such an expensive marketing 
campaign with what was an unproven and untested idea. 
 
Steve now wants to increase the price of his company’s products 
while they are seen as providing more value by customers.   
Yes – describes future 
pricing strategy 
Andy is horrified by the prospect of a price increase, in case 
sales are hit, but Emma is in agreement as she knows the 
company has to improve its overall performance to pay off its 
start-up loans. 
Yes – describes Sales 
Director’s and Finance 
Director’s views on pricing 
Mark has reviewed John’s report and has asked him to think 
more strategically when reporting the project and its 
implications. 
 
John has heard rumours that the company is having financial 
problems and is concerned that he won’t get a bonus for 
delivering the project. 
 
John is now finalising his report for Mark to present to the 
Board. 
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Appendix K: Scoring rationale for ideal priority order in 
study 4 information ordering tasks 
Reference was made to Lombardo and Eichinger (2004) in developing the rationale 
for the prioritisation of each of the elements against the competency areas use in each 
information ordering task, most specifically ‘Strategic Agility’ (for strategizing), 
‘Planning’ (for planning) and ‘Political Savvy’ (persuading). 
 
Table K1-1: Ideal priority order and rationale for strategizing 
Participant instructions: 
 
Please put the following in priority order if the right strategy for URBANIA is to be created: 
Rank order each element from 1 to 10 - where 1=highest priority and 10 = lowest priority: 
 
Ideal 
Priority 
Element Rationale 
7 Author royalties Author royalties are not a key target but if the programme 
is successful URBANIA will have more scope for 
negotiating better deals (and attracting better talent) 
6 Author loyalties Author loyalties are important but will follow the success 
of the other initiatives 
8 Editor job satisfaction Editor job satisfaction is important but as this role should 
continue will be more about keeping them onside 
5 Internal 
communications 
Internal communication strategy is the key to ensuring that 
the internal organisational change programme succeeds 
9 Current outlet opinion Current outlets may detect what URBANIA is doing in not 
using them anymore, and may bring in competition, but 
they may equally welcome an online presence for them to 
advertise through 
4 Awareness of 
URBANIA’s brand 
Brand strategy for awareness to be increased if URBANIA 
is going to sell through its own name 
10 Website technology Website technology will be important but not strategically 
as long as it works 
1 Profit & Loss 
projections 
Profit and loss projects require future scenarios to be 
developed, creating and thinking about scenarios is the key 
to thinking strategically 
2 Customer purchase 
decision-making 
Customer purchase decision-making must be understood 
and influenced, it is probably impulse-driven given current 
sales via outlets selling related goods and this may need to 
be replaced or harnessed in a different way online, a key 
strategic issue 
3 Online advertising An online advertising strategy will need to be developed to 
drive business to the online site 
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Table K1-2: Ideal priority order and rationale for planning 
Participant instructions: 
 
Please put the following in priority order if the right programme plan for URBANIA is to be created: 
Rank order each element from 1 to 10 - where 1=highest priority and 10 = lowest priority: 
 
Ideal 
Priority 
Element Rationale 
1 Monitoring progress Monitoring progress is essential if the programme is to be 
kept on track 
7 Online branding Online branding has to succeed to attract direct buyers from 
the public 
2 Staff workload Staff workload must be understood otherwise the 
programme cannot be properly resourced 
5 Size of investment Size of investment is very important to check that the 
programme will stay within its budget 
6 Keeping current 
customers 
Keeping current customers is important otherwise the 
business will fold before it transitions to online working 
10 Staff Terms & 
Conditions 
Staff terms and conditions will be important when re-
organising the workforce but is not of immediate concern to 
the programme 
8 Staff savings Staff savings have to be made to ensure the right kind of 
resource can be brought into finish the programme 
4 Stakeholder 
agreement 
Stakeholder agreement is necessary otherwise changes 
required will be difficult or impossible to make 
3 Steering Committee Steering Committee is essential to ensuring that decisions 
are properly discussed and put into action 
9 Redundancy package Redundancy package is important to help satisfy Production 
Director that his staff are properly treated, but has already 
been budgeted 
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Table K1-3: Ideal priority order and rationale for persuading 
Participant instructions: 
 
Please put the following in priority order stakeholders are to be properly persuaded or influenced to 
accept new ways of working: 
Rank order each element from 1 to 10 - where 1=highest priority and 10 = lowest priority: 
 
Ideal 
Priority 
Element Rationale 
1 CEO’s opinion/attitude The CEO’s as instigator for the project, and the most 
powerful member of the leadership team is key in ensuring 
that other members are persuaded to change the way they 
work 
4 IT manager’s problems The IT manager’s problems need to be sorted out as this 
could derail the project or be used as an excuse to examine 
the feasibility of the changes 
8 Production Director’s 
opinion/attitude 
The production director’s attitude will be needed to ensure 
a smooth transition from old to new ways of working, but 
in the long-term will not affect the actual changes 
6 Author’s opinions/attitude Authors need to be supportive of the initiative as they 
provide the basic product 
9 Current customer 
opinions/attitude 
Current customer opinion will not affect the change, 
though they need to be happy during the transition 
5 Chief Editor’s 
opinion/attitude 
The Chief Editor needs to be onside to keep the authors in 
line 
 
3 Marketing Director’s 
opinion/attitude 
The marketing director’s opinion about whether the 
business is ready to commit to the change is key as a 
strong online brand will be needed to drive sales to 
members of the public 
7 Authors’ meeting agenda The meeting with the authors needs to be carefully 
structured to ensure that there is a positive outcome 
10 Current Customers’ 
meeting agenda 
The meeting with the current customers should emphasise 
the commitment over the short-term but will not affect the 
future change 
2 Internal leadership 
meeting agenda 
The internal leadership agenda will structure the 
conversation and therefore have an important impact on 
persuading the leadership team to face up to the future of 
their business 
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Appendix L: Coding Event Recognition Level 
Participant instructions: 
Finally, it is important in business to remember what happened in situations. 
Please indicate whether or not you remember reading the sentences below. (Note: by selecting ‘Yes’) 
The sentences are based on those in each of the three situations you have just dealt with. 
Item 
Coding 
Item 
Incorrect URBANIA needed help to redesign its offices 
Paraphrase Local shops get their books from URBANIA 
Incorrect URBANIA’s suppliers are paid by the authors 
Verbatim Serena specialises in helping small companies bring new products to market 
Inference URBANIA can increase its market share by going online 
Inference URBANIA has suppliers who print and deliver the books 
Incorrect Consumers like to buy films based on books they have read online 
Verbatim URBANIA distributes its books through local shops 
Inference URBANIA has suppliers who print and deliver the books 
Paraphrase Jobs would be lost and skills would have to change 
Verbatim Selling direct to consumers would enable URBANA to reduce its sales price 
Verbatim Simon does not seem to be progressing with a new online brand 
Incorrect The board of directors meets each month 
Inference 
URBANIA cannot succeed in building an effective online business with a 
badly designed website 
Paraphrase Hiring a new e-marketing manager is Simon’s suggestion 
Incorrect The e-marketing manager is needed to deal with URBANIA’s authors 
Paraphrase 
Alec is funding the move online with a major loan agreed by URBANIA’s 
investors 
Paraphrase 
The steering committee has been used by Serena and Alec to manage the 
project 
Inference Moving a business online can be expensive 
Incorrect Simon has been progressing the launch event 
Verbatim 
Together with Alec, Serena has been managing the project though a steering 
committee 
Inference It can take time to get consumers to visit a new website 
Inference Business and technological changes can mean that existing jobs disappear 
Verbatim It is now time to hand responsibility back to the company’s staff 
Paraphrase The most important priorities have temporarily been lost sight of by Frances 
Verbatim 
Frances appears to have temporarily lost sight of the most important 
priorities 
Incorrect John is paid too much money for the job he does at URBANIA 
Paraphrase The success of the e-marketing campaign has not made Simon comfortable 
Inference The e-marketing has not created enough interest amongst consumers 
Verbatim 
URBANIA is now almost ready to start to sell directly to consumers instead 
of through local shops 
Incorrect URBANIA needs to recruit a new salesforce to go to shops 
Paraphrase The company’s staff will now take responsibility 
 
